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1.0 Introduction 
Summit Ridge Wind, LLC (“Summit Ridge” or “Certificate Holder”), a wholly owned subsidiary of 
Pattern Renewables 2 LP (“Pattern Development” or “Pattern”), a subsidiary of Pattern Energy 
Group 2 LP (“Pattern Energy”), the sole limited partner of Pattern Development, is submitting this 
Request for Amendment #4 (“RFA 4”) to change the construction start and completion deadlines of 
the Summit Ridge Wind Project (“Project”). The new construction start deadline would be changed 
from August 19, 2018 to August 19, 2020. The new construction completion deadline would be 
changed from August 19, 2021 to August 19, 2023. 

The Project is an approved, but not yet constructed, wind energy generation facility that will be 
located in Wasco County, approximately 17 miles southeast of The Dalles, Oregon, and 8 miles east 
of Dufur, Oregon. It will have a peak generating capacity of up to 194.4 megawatts (MW). The 
Project will consist of up to 72 wind turbines, as well as related and supporting facilities, including 
a power collection system, a collector substation, a 230-kilovolt (kV) transmission line, a 
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition system, an operations and maintenance (O&M) building, 
meteorological towers, access roads, temporary roadway modifications, and additional temporary 
construction areas. The Project site boundary consists of approximately 11,000 acres. 

1.1 Purpose of Proposed Amendment Request 
This amendment request is submitted pursuant to Oregon Administrative Record (OAR) 345-027-
0085, to extend the deadlines for beginning or completing construction of the facility. Because the 
site certificate for the Project was issued prior to October 24, 2017, Sections (1) and (2) of OAR 
345-027-0085 apply, and in accordance with Section (5)(d), the Council may specify new deadlines 
for beginning or completing construction that is not more than 2 years from the deadlines 
previously in effect. Therefore, this amendment request has been prepared pursuant to OAR 345-
027-0050(3) and OAR 345-027-0060(1). Sections 2 through 6 of this amendment request address 
the applicable Energy Facilities Siting Council (EFSC, also referred to herein as “Council”) standards 
for the amendments to the site certificate.  

This amendment request includes the information required by 345-027-0057(4): 

(4) Requests described in section (1), (2), and (3) must be submitted in writing to the Department 
and must include: 

(a) A narrative description of the proposed change.  

Response: See Sections 1.2 and 3.0 of this  amendment request. 

(b) Maps and/or geospatial data layers representing the effects and/or location of the 
proposed change.  

Response: There are no changes to geospatial data previously provided, and therefore, no new 
maps or geospatial data layers are submitted with this request. 
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(c) The certificate holder’s evaluation of the determination(s) it is requesting under sections 
(1), (2), and (3).   

Response: A request for a Type B review process was provided separately, along with an analysis of 
why this process is appropriate for this request. 

(d) Any additional information the certificate holder believes will assist the Department’s 
evaluation.  

Response: A detailed analysis of how the Project continues to comply with relevant standards is 
provided in Sections 2 through 6 of this amendment request.  

1.2 Summary of Modifications  
As described above, this amendment request seeks Council approval of a 2-year extension of the 
construction start and construction completion deadlines. This request does not seek to modify the 
existing site boundary, physical components of the Project, maximum number or size of turbines, or 
maximum generating capacity of the Project.  

The construction deadlines were modified by the previous Certificate Holder, LotusWorks-Summit 
Ridge I, LLC, in Amendment #1, which extended the construction start deadline by 2 years to 
August 19, 2016, and extended the construction completion deadline to August 19, 2019. 
Amendment #2 further extended the construction start and completion deadlines by 2 additional 
years, to August 19, 2018 and August 19, 2021, respectively. Both Amendments 1 and 2 also 
included modifications to the layout, turbine size, and project generating capacity. 

The recent change in ownership was documented in the Third Amended Site Certificate which was 
issued on December 15, 2017.  Certificate Holder requests Council approval of an extension of site 
certificate construction deadlines in order to allow the Project to complete development, including 
obtaining a power purchase agreement, financing, and construction under the requested timeline. 

1.3 Regulatory Framework 
This RFA 4 is organized pursuant to the requirements of OAR 345-027-0060. The Certificate Holder 
is seeking approval from the Siting Council to amend the Site Certificate to extend the construction 
and completion deadlines by 2 years. Sections 2 through 6 address the applicable Council standards 
for the amendments to the site certificate and are supported by the following: 

• Attachment 1 provides a redline of the Third Amended Site Certificate as required by OAR 
345-027-0060(1)(d). 

• Attachment 2 provides an Updated Property Owner List and Tax Lot Map as required by 
OAR 345-027-0060(1)(f).  
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2.0 Certificate Holder Information (OAR 345-027-0060(1)(a)) 
(1) To request an amendment to the site certificate required by OARs 345-027-0050(3) and (4), 
the certificate holder shall submit a written preliminary request for amendment to the 
Department of Energy that includes the following: 

(a) The name of the facility, the name and mailing address of the certificate holder, and the 
name, mailing address, email address and phone number of the individual responsible for 
submitting the request. 

2.1 Name of Facility 
Summit Ridge Wind Farm 

2.2 Name and Mailing Address of the Certificate Holder 
Summit Ridge Wind, LLC 
c/o Pattern Renewables 2 LP 
Pier 1, Bay 3 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Attn: General Counsel 

2.3 Name and Mailing Address of the Individuals Responsible for Submitting 
the Request 

Kevin Wetzel 
Manager Project Development 
Pattern Energy Group 2 LP 
Pier 1, Bay 3 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Phone: 415-670-5227 
Email: Kevin.Wetzel@patternenergy.com 

3.0 Detailed Description of the Proposed Change (OAR 345-
027-0060(1)(b)) 

(b) A detailed description of the proposed change, including: 

(A) a description of how the proposed change affects the facility, 

Response: This request does not change any of the Project facilities as described in the Third 
Amended Site Certificate. It only seeks to change the Project construction start deadline from 
August 19, 2018 to August 19, 2020; and to change the deadline for construction completion from 
August 19, 2021 to August 19, 2023. 

mailto:Kevin.Wetzel@patternenergy.com
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3.1 Applicable Laws and Council Rules (OAR 345-027-0060(1)(b)(B)) 

(B) a description of how the proposed change affects those resources or interests protected 
by applicable laws and Council standards, and 

Response:  Section 5 below demonstrates how the proposed extension complies with applicable 
laws and Council standards. 

3.2 Location of the Proposed Change OAR 345-027-0060(1)(b)(C)) 

(C) the specific location of the proposed change, and any updated maps and/or geospatial 
data layers relevant to the proposed change. 

Response:  The Project is a Council-approved wind energy facility located in Wasco County, Oregon, 
with up to 194.4 MW nominal generating capacity. This request does not change the location of any 
associated Project facilities, and therefore, no updates to maps and/or geospatial data layers are 
needed. This request only seeks to extend the construction start and completion deadlines for the 
Project. For reference, a map of the current approved Project location and site boundary is provided 
as Figure 1 (figures are provided at the end of this amendment request before the attachments). 

4.0 Site Certificate Revisions (OAR 345-027-0060(1)(d)) 
OAR 345-027-0060(1)(d) The specific language of the site certificate, including conditions, that 
the certificate holder proposes to change, add or delete through the amendment. 

Response: Summit Ridge proposes to change the language of Conditions 4.1 and 4.2 concerning the 
construction start and completion deadlines. The proposed changes to this condition are set forth in 
a redline of the Third Amended Site Certificate (included as Attachment 1) and below: 

4.1 The certificate holder shall begin construction of the facility by August 19, 
2018 2020. The Council may grant an extension of the deadline to begin 
construction in accordance with OAR 345-027-0030 or any successor rule in 
effect at the time the request for extension is submitted  

4.2.  The certificate holder shall complete construction of the facility by August 19, 
2021 2023. Construction is complete when: 1) the facility is substantially 
complete as defined by the certificate holder’s construction contract 
documents, 2) acceptance testing has been satisfactorily completed; and 3) the 
energy facility is ready to begin continuous operation consistent with the site 
certificate. The certificate holder shall promptly notify the Department of the 
date of completion of construction. The Council may grant an extension of the 
deadline for completing construction in accordance with OAR 345-16 027-
0030 or any successor rule in effect at the time the request for extension is 
submitted. 
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5.0 Council Standards and Laws Applicable to the Proposed 
Change (OAR 345-027-0060(1)(e)) 

OAR 345-027-0060(1)(e) A list of the Council standards and all other laws - including statutes, 
rules and ordinances applicable to the proposed change, and an analysis of whether the facility, 
with the proposed change, would comply with those applicable laws and Council standards. For 
the purpose of this rule, a law or Council standard is “applicable” if the Council would apply or 
consider the law or Council standard under OAR 345-027-0075(2). 

The relevant Council standards to the proposed change include OAR 345 Division 22 (General 
Standards for Siting Facilities) and Division 24 (Specific Standards for Siting Facilities). The Project 
is an electric generating facility using wind turbine technology. Therefore, Division 23, which 
applies to non-generating facilities, does not apply. Similarly, inapplicable provisions of Division 24 
(i.e., standards applicable to gas plants, gas storage, non-generating facilities, etc.) are not 
discussed. The sections below present a list of applicable Council standards and other laws along 
with an analysis of how the facility, with the proposed extension, continues to comply with the laws 
and standards. 

5.1 Applicable Division 22 Standards 

5.1.1 General Standard of Review (OAR 345-022-0000) 

(1) To issue a site certificate for a proposed facility or to amend a site certificate, the Council shall 
determine that the preponderance of evidence on the record supports the following conclusions: 

(a) The facility complies with the requirements of the Oregon Energy Facility Siting statutes, 
ORS 469.300 to 469.570 and 469.590 to 469.619, and the standards adopted by the Council 
pursuant to 469.501 or the overall public benefits of the facility outweigh any adverse effects 
on a resource or interest protected by the applicable standards the facility does not meet as 
described in section (2); 

(b) Except as provided in OAR 345-022-0030 for land use compliance and except for those 
statutes and rules for which the decision on compliance has been delegated by the federal 
government to a state agency other than the Council, the facility complies with all other 
Oregon statutes and administrative rules identified in the project order, as amended, as 
applicable to the issuance of a site certificate for the proposed facility. If the Council finds that 
applicable Oregon statutes and rules, other than those involving federally delegated programs, 
would impose conflicting requirements, the Council shall resolve the conflict consistent with 
the public interest. In resolving the conflict, the Council cannot waive any applicable state 
statute. 

Response:  The sections below demonstrate that Summit Ridge continues to comply with the 
requirements of the siting statutes and the standards adopted by the Council, and demonstrate how 
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Summit Ridge complies with relevant Oregon statutes and administrative rules including those 
identified in the Project Order. 

5.1.2 Organizational Expertise (OAR 345-022-0010) 

(1) To issue a site certificate, the Council must find that the applicant has the organizational 
expertise to construct, operate and retire the proposed facility in compliance with Council 
standards and conditions of the site certificate. To conclude that the applicant has this expertise, 
the Council must find that the applicant has demonstrated the ability to design, construct and 
operate the proposed facility in compliance with site certificate conditions and in a manner that 
protects public health and safety and has demonstrated the ability to restore the site to a useful, 
non-hazardous condition. The Council may consider the applicant’s experience, the applicant’s 
access to technical expertise and the applicant’s past performance in constructing, operating and 
retiring other facilities, including, but not limited to, the number and severity of regulatory 
citations issued to the applicant. 

(2) The Council may base its findings under section (1) on a rebuttable presumption that an 
applicant has organizational, managerial and technical expertise, if the applicant has an ISO 9000 
or ISO 14000 certified program and proposes to design, construct and operate the facility 
according to that program. 

(3) If the applicant does not itself obtain a state or local government permit or approval for which 
the Council would ordinarily determine compliance but instead relies on a permit or approval 
issued to a third party, the Council, to issue a site certificate, must find that the third party has, or 
has a reasonable likelihood of obtaining, the necessary permit or approval, and that the applicant 
has, or has a reasonable likelihood of entering into, a contractual or other arrangement with the 
third party for access to the resource or service secured by that permit or approval. 

(4) If the applicant relies on a permit or approval issued to a third party and the third party does 
not have the necessary permit or approval at the time the Council issues the site certificate, the 
Council may issue the site certificate subject to the condition that the certificate holder shall not 
commence construction or operation as appropriate until the third party has obtained the 
necessary permit or approval and the applicant has a contract or other arrangement for access to 
the resource or service secured by that permit or approval. 

Response:  The Council previously found in the Third Amended Site Certificate, in December 2017, 
that Summit Ridge through its parent company organization (Pattern Development and Pattern 
Energy Group 2 LP) has the organizational expertise to construct and operate the Project1. This 
finding was based on a review of qualifications of Pattern personnel who would be responsible for 
construction and operation of the facility. Council amended Condition 6.1 to require that the 
Certificate Holder submit qualifications of the full-time, on-site construction manager, operations 
manager, and entity responsible for decommissioning, prior to relevant phases of the Project, to 

                                                             
1 Final Order on Request for Transfer, Third Amended Site Certificate, p. 13 (December 15, 2017) 
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further demonstrate that the various phases of the Project will be managed by qualified personnel. 
There has been no change to Pattern’s ownership, management, or holdings that would alter the 
previous conclusion, which was made less than 1 year ago. Pattern will comply with Condition 6.1. 

Pattern Energy Group has developed and brought to commercial operation more than 4,500 MW of 
renewable energy worldwide. Pattern Development’s affiliate, Pattern Energy Group Inc. owns and 
operates more than 2,700 MW of projects worldwide.  

A review of Pattern’s operating fleet history identified two blade failures. One failed blade was 
taken down safely, and replaced with no impact to the rest of the turbine. In the case of the second 
failure the blade failed, struck the tower, and became detached. As a result of the strike force, the 
tower also failed and the turbine collapsed. There were no injuries associated with the event.  

Following the event, a root cause analysis and remediation plan was undertaken. The root cause 
was determined to be a crack in the sheer web of the blade. Pattern worked with the manufacturer 
to identify all turbine types that could be prone to such an event and retrofitted all other blades to 
remedy the issue. Internal and external O&M inspection programs were implemented to ensure 
against a repeat event. The entire turbine in which the failure occurred was decommissioned (down 
through the foundation) and rebuilt from scratch.  

Pattern has significant experience with wind projects in cold weather environments, such as in 
Canada, and has invested considerable time evaluating risks and mitigations for icing 
events. Several methods have been implemented to minimize or eliminate ice throw. When ice 
builds up on wind turbine blades and the weight on the blades increases, the turbine controller can 
recognize this and stop the turbine operation until the ice has melted or dropped to the ground. The 
Pattern operations team also has a robust set of safety protocols applied to all projects in which 
icing may occur, which are intended to ensure the safety of the public, landowners, and wind facility 
staff and technicians. 

Neither Pattern Development nor Summit Ridge Wind, LLC have received any material regulatory 
citations since the issuance of the Final Order on Amendment 3. 

There are no circumstances that would alter the basis for the Council’s earlier findings. Therefore, 
Council may rely on its previous findings that the Certificate Holder continues to have the 
organizational expertise to construct, operate, and retire the facility in compliance with Council 
standards and site certificate conditions. 

5.1.3 Structural Standard (OAR 345-022-0020) 

(1) Except for facilities described in sections (2) and (3), to issue a site certificate, the Council must 
find that: 

(a) The applicant, through appropriate site-specific study, has adequately characterized the 
seismic hazard risk of the site; and 
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(b) The applicant can design, engineer, and construct the facility to avoid dangers to human 
safety and the environment presented by seismic hazards affecting the site, as identified in 
subsection (1)(a); 

(c) The applicant, through appropriate site-specific study, has adequately characterized the 
potential geological and soils hazards of the site and its vicinity that could, in the absence of a 
seismic event, adversely affect, or be aggravated by, the construction and operation of the 
proposed facility; and 

(d) The applicant can design, engineer and construct the facility to avoid dangers to human 
safety and the environment presented by the hazards identified in subsection (c). 

(2) The Council may not impose the Structural Standard in section (1) to approve or deny an 
application for an energy facility that would produce power from wind, solar or geothermal 
energy. However, the Council may, to the extent it determines appropriate, apply the requirements 
of section (1) to impose conditions on a site certificate issued for such a facility. 

(3) The Council may not impose the Structural Standard in section (1) to deny an application for a 
special criteria facility under OAR 345-015-0310. However, the Council may, to the extent it 
determines appropriate, apply the requirements of section (1) to impose conditions on a site 
certificate issued for such a facility. 

Response: The Council addressed the Structural Standard in Section V.A. of the Site Certificate to 
assess compliance with the Structural Standard.2 Council reviewed information regarding seismic 
characteristics of the site and possible seismic and geological hazards and found that the risk of 
seismic and non-seismic hazards at the Project site was characterized as “low”.  

Consultation with the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) was 
conducted in 2009 and was renewed on November 14, 2018 (see Attachment 3). There have been 
no major modifications to the Project that would affect geotechnical recommendations since the 
original consultation occurred. Site-specific geotechnical exploration will be conducted 6 to 12 
months prior to construction start, and the report will be provided to DOGAMI in accordance with 
Site Certificate Condition 5.8.   

During consultation, DOGAMI requested additional information out outlined below. The requested 
information is presented as a response.    

• Delineate specific standards that will be used for design of the facility (e.g., National Electric 
Safety Code for transmission lines) as well as for all facility components;  

Response: Pattern Energy General Design requirements are included in Attachment 3. 

• Discuss long-period ground motion hazards, and how you plan to design, engineer, and 
construct the facility to avoid dangers to human safety and the environment presented by 
those hazards;  

                                                             
2 Final Order on the ASC, p. 133-136 (August 19, 2011) 
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Response: Pattern has performed an initial analysis of long-period ground motion hazards 
for the Project and has provided a comparison to the MV4 project in Palm Springs, 
California, which is near the San Andreas Fault (Attachment 4). Utility-scale wind turbines 
have been operating in southern California at some of the nation’s hottest wind sites for 
more than 30 years and have long accounted for seismic movements in their design.  The 
Summit Ridge site is considerably more benign than southern California as can be seen in a 
comparison of seismic code requirements in Attachment 4. 

Pattern plans to design, engineer, and construct the facility to avoid dangers to human 
safety and the environment presented by those hazards in the following manner: 

o A geotechnical engineer of record, licensed in Oregon, will provide the ground 
motion accelerations and durations as part of the site-specific geotechnical 
investigation/report.  These would also be confirmed with IBC 2012 (as referenced 
in the current OAR chapter 918), as determined from ASCE 7-10 seismic 
parameters; or in accordance with the current version of the latest IBC, OSSC, and 
building codes adopted by the State of Oregon at the time of construction. 

o The design engineer of record, licensed in Oregon, will take these parameters into 
account when designing the foundation as per applicable current OAR code 
requirements (as of now, IBC 2012 as per OAR chapter 918). 

o Pattern will commission an analysis of the wind turbine tower suitability (either by 
the OEM and/or by a third party) and a report demonstrating compliance.  In 
general, the experience has been that, with the exception of seismic design category 
E per ASCE chapter 7 (2010 or 2016 at least), the extreme wind event is the design 
driver of the tower (not seismic).  The Summit Ridge site has a seismic design 
category B, which is very likely to fall within extreme wind event design basis.  For 
seismic design category E sites as seen in southern California, in some cases a more 
robust tower was required, often pairing a higher wind class tower with a wind 
turbine that may be a lower wind class design (e.g., using a CL 1 tower with a CL 2 
wind turbine). 

o All of this will be independently reviewed and accepted by a competent third-party 
engineer (DNV GL in this case).  Any information/reports provided will be available 
to DOGAMI/ODOE if desired. 

o Pattern will utilize experienced geotechnical and design engineers with experience 
in wind turbine foundation design, including seismic considerations.  The wind 
industry in general has a long history of experience in wind turbine and 
infrastructure design in accounting for seismic considerations, including 
compliance, utilization, interpretation, and contribution to international building 
codes around the U.S. and the world. 

Although highly unlikely given the lack of recent activity, potential sources of long-period 
ground motions could include a significant event at or near recent faults associated with the 
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nearby Mount Hood Fault Zone (Madin, et al., 20173) or the Cascadia subduction zone as 
identified in the Oregon Resilience Plan (OSSPAC, 20134). 

Given adequate seismic design as described above, potential impacts of long-period ground 
motions on very tall structures proposed with the facility are not expected. In more than 16 
years in the industry, including experience with several southern California high wind and 
seismic areas (Palm Springs and Tehachapi), Pattern engineers are not aware of any 
modern turbines (post early 2000s) that have collapsed due to tower structural failure as a 
result of seismic activity in the United States.  DNV GL, who performs work worldwide, has 
communicated to Pattern that no turbine towers have failed due to earthquakes since a few 
failed in a 1986 earthquake in Palm Springs (the tower design of which were completely 
different—utilizing a smaller lattice with cruder design analyses—than today’s design).  
This includes more recent major earthquakes in Japan (Tohuku area that caused ground 
liquefaction) and southern Mexico Oaxaca region (where there are numerous modern-day 
turbines). Most tower collapses, which are quite rare in themselves (circa perhaps 0.05 
percent out of approximately 50,000 modern turbines in the United States), are caused 
either by human or control failure leading to overspeed or, in more rare cases, by 
catastrophic failure of the foundation. 

A description of how design of the facility would account for potential impacts from long-
period ground motions will be provided in the final geotechnical report prior to 
construction. 

• Provide more discussion of disaster resilience design and designs for future climate 
conditions (as discussed during the consultation) to address Division 21 requirements and; 

Response: To provide some additional clarity around disaster resiliency, typical ASCE7 
Conditions assume a maximum wind gust of 90 mph as the worst case loading conditions on 
a transmission line, Pattern Development specifies 100mph maximum gust of wind. Pattern 
Development also takes into account other environmental factors such as fire risk and 
ensuring transmission structures are either steel or have a fire retardant coating on the 
wooden poles on the lower portion of the structures to fend off small brush fires if they 
were to occur. While it is hard to predict all future climatic conditions, our current codes 
and design specifications are continuously evolving and go through annual technical 
reviews to ensure they are current to the latest technology and means and methods for 
renewable energy facilities. 

                                                             
3 Madin, I.P., Streig, A.R., Burns, W.J., Ma, L., 2017. The Mount Hood Fault Zone—Late Quaternary and 

Holocene Fault Features, Newly Mapped with High-resolution Lidar Imagery, In Scott, W.E., Gardner, C.A., 
2017. Field-Trip Guide to Mount Hood, Oregon, Highlighting Eruptive History and Hazards, U.S. Geologic 
Survey, Scientific Investigation Report 2017-5022-G, p. 99-110 Available at: 
Https://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2017/5022/g/sir20175022g.pdf 

4 OSSPAC (Oregon Seismic Safety Policy Advisory Commission). 2013. The Oregon Resilience Plan. February 
2013. http://www.oregon.gov/gov/policy/orr/Documents/Oregon_Resilience_Plan_Final.pdf 

https://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2017/5022/g/sir20175022g.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/gov/policy/orr/Documents/Oregon_Resilience_Plan_Final.pdf
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• Provide a description and schedule of site-specific geotechnical work that will be performed 
prior to construction for inclusion in the site certificate as conditions. 

Response: Site specific geotechnical investigative work with include borings at all wind 
turbine locations; transmission line dead-ends, turning structures, and one (1) bore every 
mile on tangent structure locations; substation(s), and the Operations and Maintenance 
Facility. Typical bores for wind turbine foundations reach a depth of 50 feet, all other 
infrastructure is bored to a depth of approximately 35 feet. In additional to the physical site-
specific geotechnical work, extensive desktop studies will be performed to evaluate the 
geology, soil-related hazards, and seismic hazards that addresses all potential issues 
identified by the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries. It is expected the 
site-specific geotechnical work would commence approximately six (6) months to one (1) 
year prior to commencement of construction. 

The Council imposed six conditions to ensure that all potential seismic and non-seismic geologic 
hazards were addressed. Because there have been no changes to facility design or seismic or non-
seismic risk at the Project site, no changes or additions to the conditions imposed in the Third 
Amended Site Certificate are required to ensure continued compliance with this standard. 

The information requested for an Application for Site Certificate (ASC) to address the Structural 
Standard has been revised since the time the Site Certificate was issued (OAR 345-021-0010(h)). 
Although the standard itself has not been substantively modified, Summit Ridge provides 
information below to address two new areas of concern requested for Exhibit H of new 
applications: disaster resilience and climate change impacts. 

Disaster Resilience. The Project will be designed, engineered, and constructed to 
adequately avoid potential dangers to the project presented by seismic and non-seismic 
hazards. Substation and O&M building structures will be designed in accordance with the 
Oregon Structural Specialty Code. Substation equipment will be specified in accordance 
with the latest version of the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers 693. If a 
disaster occurs, these measures will serve to help speed recovery of operations after 
disasters.  

Climate Conditions. The Portland State University Department of Environmental Science 
and Management, in partnership with the Portland State University Department of 
Geography, conducted a study to assess the likely consequences of climate change for the 
upper Umatilla River Basin, which is approximately 50 miles east of the Project. The study 
involved using the precipitation runoff modeling system for 10 global climate models to 
simulate the effects of climate and fire-burns on runoff behavior throughout the 21st 
century5. 

                                                             
5 MDPI. 2017. Watershed Response to Climate Change and Fire-Burns in the Upper Umatilla River Basin, USA. 

Available online at: www.mdpi.com/2225-1154/5/1/7/pdf 
 

http://www.mdpi.com/2225-1154/5/1/7/pdf
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The climate models are used to simulate the effects of climate and fire-burns on runoff 
behavior, as well as future projections of greater annual average and summer temperatures 
throughout the 21st century. These changes are expected to increase stress to structures in 
the region due to more intense storms, heatwaves, and more frequent fires (MDPI 2017). 
The proposed design of the Project will be engineered to withstand storms under predicted 
future climate conditions to ensure resilience. 

Reinforcing the Certificate Holder’s electric grid with the Project also provides resilience to 
the overall energy grid in this part of Oregon, both directly, by upgrading a system that is 
anticipated to experience higher loads under rising temperatures and related increases in 
power demand for summer cooling, and indirectly, by supporting delivery of power 
generated through a variety of sources, to minimize the potential reduction in hydro 
power’s role. Both of these reasons allow the Project to provide support for resiliency in the 
face of future climate change. 

The extension of the construction deadlines does not affect the Council’s finding that the 
construction and operation of the facility will be consistent with the Structural Standard. The 
proposed amendment makes no changes that would alter the basis for the Council’s earlier findings. 

This request does not seek to enlarge the existing site boundary or physical components of the 
Project. There is no change to the maximum number of turbines, maximum generating capacity, or 
infrastructure locations from what was previously authorized. The total number of turbines at the 
facility will not exceed 72 and the generation capacity will not exceed 194.4 MW. Therefore, no 
additional information is needed to determine that this request does not change the Project’s 
compliance with OAR 345-022-0020(1) or require any modified site certificate conditions. 

5.1.4 Soil Protection (OAR 345-022-0022) 

To issue a site certificate, the Council must find that the design, construction and operation of the 
facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to result in a significant adverse impact to 
soils including, but not limited to, erosion and chemical factors such as salt deposition from 
cooling towers, land application of liquid effluent, and chemical spills. 

Response:  The Council previously found that the Project complies with the Soil Protection Standard 
and would not result in significant adverse impacts to soils.6  

The Council addressed the Soil Protection Standard in Section IV.C of the Final Order on the ASC7. 
The Council reviewed the potential for wind and water erosion, soil compaction, and dust emissions 
during construction. However, during construction the Project will be subject to the requirements 
of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Discharge General 
Permit #1200-C and associated Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP). Council found that 

                                                             
6 Final Order on Request for Contested Case, Amendment #2 and Request for Transfer of the Site Certificate, 

p. 39 (November 4, 2016) 
7 Final Order on the ASC, p. 19 (August 19, 2011) 
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operation of the facility would have little impact on soils. As previously described, the Certificate 
Holder will use best management practices to minimize the potential for erosion, and the Project 
Revegetation and Weed Control Plan (Attachment E to the Final Order on the Amendment #2) lays 
out plans to revegetate areas of temporary disturbance. The design, construction, and operation of 
the facility, when taking into account mitigation, would not result in a significant adverse impact to 
soils. In the original Site Certificate, the Council adopted eight conditions to control and mitigate 
potential adverse impact to soils and to mitigate the risk of soil contamination during construction 
and operation.8 Subject to compliance with the relevant Site Certificate conditions, the Council 
found that the design, construction, and operation of the Project would minimize impacts on soils 
as required by the Soil Protection Standard. 

Wildfires that occurred in 2018 within portions of the site boundary burned the vegetation (wheat) 
on the ground in the Project area; however, the land use has not changed, and the previous land use 
activities of primarily dryland winter wheat production and cattle pasture will be able to resume, 
though cattle grazing may not resume until vegetation has been re-established. Although the 
vegetation burned, the soil condition would not have changed because the burned vegetation will 
be plowed into the soil for spring planting to resume dryland farming, providing additional 
nutrients to the soil for crops. During construction, the Project will be subject to the same 
requirements of NPDES Permit #1200-C and associated ESCP; as such, erosion will be minimized. 
Topsoil management and best management practices will remain the same.   

The proposed extension to construction start and completion deadlines makes no changes that 
would alter the basis for the Council’s earlier findings. This request does not change the mitigation 
measures presented in the Final Order on the ASC, or Summit Ridge’s ability to comply with soil 
protection conditions in the Third Amended Site Certificate, and therefore, this amendment request 
complies with OAR 345-022-0022. 

5.1.5 Land Use (OAR 345-022-0030) 

(1) To issue a site certificate, the Council must find that the proposed facility complies with the 
statewide planning goals adopted by the Land Conservation and Development Commission. 

(2) The Council shall find that a proposed facility complies with section (1) if: 

(a) The applicant elects to obtain local land use approvals under ORS 469.504(1)(a) and the 
Council finds that the facility has received local land use approval under the acknowledged 
comprehensive plan and land use regulations of the affected local government; or 

(b) The applicant elects to obtain a Council determination under ORS 469.504(1)(b) and the 
Council determines that: 

(A) The proposed facility complies with applicable substantive criteria as described in 
section (3) and the facility complies with any Land Conservation and Development 

                                                             
8 Summit Ridge Wind Farm Site Certificate Conditions 9.1-9.8 
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Commission administrative rules and goals and any land use statutes directly applicable to 
the facility under ORS 197.646(3); 

(B) For a proposed facility that does not comply with one or more of the applicable 
substantive criteria as described in section (3), the facility otherwise complies with the 
statewide planning goals or an exception to any applicable statewide planning goal is 
justified under section (4); or 

(C) For a proposed facility that the Council decides, under sections (3) or (6), to evaluate 
against the statewide planning goals, the proposed facility complies with the applicable 
statewide planning goals or that an exception to any applicable statewide planning goal is 
justified under section (4). 

Response:  Council previously concluded in the Final Order on the ASC and in subsequent 
amendments that the Project complies with the Land Use Standard.9 The Land Use Standard 
requires the Council to find that a proposed facility complies with the statewide planning goals 
adopted by the Land Conservation and Development Commission. Additionally, the Certificate 
Holder requested that the Council make a determination of compliance with local land use 
regulations under Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 469.504(1)(b)(B). The analysis area for land use 
consists of the area within the site boundary and within a half mile of the site boundary. The 
Certificate Holder is not aware of any significant changes to land use within the analysis area. As 
described in the Final Order on Amendment 2, “Almost all of the area within the site boundary is 
non-irrigated land used for primarily dryland winter wheat production while the remaining areas 
within the site boundary serve as pasture for cattle. There is a small number of residences and other 
buildings associated with farming/ranching in the area.” Although cattle grazing may have been 
temporarily suspended in certain areas due to the effects of fires in 2018, land use in the area is 
generally the same as previously described. 

The applicable substantive criteria were determined to consist of the following chapters of the 
Wasco County Land Use Development Ordinance (WCLUDO) listed below. Although the most recent 
update to the WCLUDO was in July 2016 and the Final Order on Amendment #2 was issued in 
November 2016, the formatting changes adopted in July 2016 do not appear to have been 
addressed in the Final Order on Amendment #2. The Wasco County Planning Department 
confirmed that no substantive changes were made to the code since 2012 except for the adoption of 
Chapter 11, which is not applicable. The sections of the code that were modified from the version 
provided in the Final Order on Amendment #2 are noted below. 

Chapter 1 – Introductory Provisions (no change from 2016 analysis) 

Section 1.030 (Severability/Legal Parcel Determination) 
Section 1.090 (Definitions of Parcel and Structure) 

                                                             
9 Final Order on Request for Contested Case, Amendment #2 and Request for Transfer of the Site Certificate, 

p. 109 (November 4, 2016) 
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Chapter 3 – Basic Provisions (reorganized as identified below) 

Section 3.210 (Exclusive Farm Use Zone) – no change 
Section 3.210(B) (Uses Permitted without Review) 

• Now called Section 3.212 (Uses Permitted without Review) 
• “Transportation Facilities” subpart 7 is now listed under Section 3.212.G, but text has not 

changed 

Section 3.210(D) (Uses Permitted Subject to Standards/Type II Review) 

• Now called Section 3.214 (Uses Permitted Subject to Standards/Type II Review) 
• “Utility/Energy Facilities” subpart 12 is now listed under Section 3.214.L, but text has not 

changed except for code section reference updates 

Section 3.210(E) (Conditional Uses) 

• Now called Section 3.215 (Uses Permitted Subject to Conditional Use Review/Type II or 
Type III) 

• “Commercial Power Generating Facility (Utility facility for the Purpose of Generating 
Power” subpart 14 is now listed under Section 3.215.M, but text has not changed except for 
code section reference updates 

Section 3.210(F) (Property Development Standards) 

• Now called Section 3.216 (Property Development Standards) 
• All sections cited in the Final Order on Amendment #2 have the same text as the current 

WCLUDO, but section numbering has been revised 

Section 3.210(H) (Agricultural Protection) 

• Now called Section 3.218 (Agricultural Protection) 
• Text has not changed except for code section reference updates 

Section 3.210(J) (Additional Standards) 

• Now called Section 3.219 (Additional Standards) 
• “Wind Power Generating Facility” was referenced as 3.210(J)(17) but is now referenced 

under Section 3.219.Q. Text has not changed except for code section reference updates 

Chapter 4 – Supplemental Provisions 

Section 4.070 (General Exceptions to Building Height) 
• Text modifications clarify code references but are not substantive 

Chapter 5 – Conditional Use Review 

Section 5.020 (Authorization to Grant or Deny Conditional Uses, and Standards and Criteria Used) 
• No updates  

Chapter 10 – Fire Safety Standards 

• No updates  

Chapter 19 – Standards for Energy Facilities and Commercial Energy Facilities 
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Section 19.010 (Purposes) 
Section 19.030 (Standards for Approval) 

• No updates  

The Wasco County Comprehensive Plan (WCCP) also was found to be applicable for evaluation of 
the Land Use standard. The WCCP was last updated in July 2016, which was prior to issuance of the 
Second Amended Site Certificate. Section XV, Goals and Policies, is applicable. Further, Council has 
previously found the Project, including the associated transmission lines, complied with ORS 
215.275, which establishes the statutory criteria for determining whether a utility facility located 
on Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) land is “necessary for public service”.10 ORS 215.274, Associated 
Transmission Lines Necessary for Public Service, was enacted subsequent to the original analysis and 
applies to the Project because it connects the commercial energy generating source to its 
interconnection point with the Northwest Power Grid. 

Wasco County Land Use Development Code Compliance 

The detailed analysis conducted for Amendment #2 concluded that the Project complies with each 
of the identified applicable substantive criteria, except for the setback provisions of WCLUDO 
Section 3.210(F)(1), which is now numbered Section 3.216. The Council found that all of the land 
adjacent to the analysis area is currently being used for grazing and winter wheat production and 
that, therefore, the facility is subject to a 200-foot setback from the property line. Certain 
transmission lines and poles cannot be located at least 200 feet from the property line; all other 
facility components would be located a minimum of 200 feet from the property line of adjacent land 
used for perennial or annual crops. The Council found in the Final Order on the ASC and 
subsequently in the Final Order on Amendment #2 that the 200-foot setback is not required for the 
facility to be compliant with statewide planning goals. There has been no change to the 
transmission line and pole location or constraints, and there has been no change to the relevant 
statewide planning goals.  

WCLUDO 19.030(D)(1)(c)(3)(c)(ii) requires that if any administrative adjustments are made to 
authorize a lesser setback for turbines from dwellings, that the proposed adjustment complies with 
the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) noise standard (OAR 340-035-0035). As 
described in previous RFAs and as determined by the Council under Final Order on Amendment #2, 
p. 155, the Project will meet the ODEQ noise standard either through turbine siting, turbine 
technology to reduce noise, or through obtaining noise easements under OAR 340-035-0035. 

A review of recent aerial photography (see Section 5.3.1 below) resulted in the identification of two 
potential residences located within the 36-A-weighted decibels (dBA) noise contour that were not 
previously identified or shown on Project maps. Both of the potential residences identified are 
owned by landowners with whom Summit Ridge already has executed noise waivers or lease 
agreements. Therefore, the Project would comply with the ODEQ Noise Standard and consequently 

                                                             
10 Final Order, p. 34 (August 19, 2011) 
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with the requirements of WCLUDO 19.030(D)(1)(c)(3)(c)(ii) even with the addition of the two 
potential residences. 

There have been no substantive changes to the WCLUDO regulations, as described above. 
Therefore, the Council may rely on its prior findings to determine that the Project complies with 
each of the applicable substantive criteria in WCLUDO. 

Wasco County Comprehensive Plan Compliance 

The current version of the WCCP was most recently updated in 2010. This version was evaluated in 
the Final Order on the ASC and in subsequent Site Certificate amendments. This request does not 
seek to enlarge the existing site boundary or change physical components of the Project. There is no 
change to the previously approved maximum number of turbines or maximum generating capacity 
of the Project from the requirements of the Third Amended Site Certificate. There is also no change 
to the previously approved maximum turbine height from what was originally authorized. The total 
number of turbines at the Project will not exceed 72, and the generation capacity will not exceed 
194.4 MW. Therefore, the previous analysis stands and Council may rely on its prior findings that 
the Project complies with the WCCP. 

ORS 215.274 Compliance 

In the original ASC and subsequent amendments, Summit Ridge requested and received Council 
approval to construct a centrally-located collector substation and 230-kV transmission line. No 
changes have been made to the collector substation and 230-kV transmission line locations since 
the original site certificate was issued. WCLUDO does not contain specific code provisions 
implementing ORS 215.274; therefore, ORS 215.274 requires analysis outside of the WCLUDO.   
This section demonstrates that the transmission components of the Project meet the applicable 
statutory criteria under ORS 215.274, Associated Transmission Lines Necessary for Public Service.  

(1) As used in this section, associated transmission line has the meaning given that term in ORS 
469.300 (Definitions). 

ORS 469.300 (3). Associated transmission lines means new transmission lines constructed to 
connect an energy facility to the first point of junction of such transmission line or lines with either 
a power distribution system or an interconnected primary transmission system or both or to the 
Northwest Power Grid. 

Response: The previously-approved 230-kV transmission line meets the definition of an associated 
transmission line in ORS 469.300 (3) because it will connect the energy generated from the Project 
to the Northwest Power Grid. The transmission line will be approximately 8 miles in length, 
running northwest from the collector substation for approximately 2 miles, then almost due west 
for another 6 miles to the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) substation, connecting with 
BPA’s 500-kV “Big Eddy to Maupin-Redmond” transmission line. 

(2) An associated transmission line is necessary for public service if an applicant for approval 
under ORS 215.213 (uses permitted in exclusive farm use zones in counties that adopted marginal 



PRELIMINARY REQUEST FOR AMENDMENT #4 

Summit Ridge Wind Project 18 

lands system prior to 1993) (1)(c)(B) or 215.283 (uses permitted in exclusive farm use zones in 
nonmarginal lands counties) (1)(c)(B) demonstrates to the governing body of a county or its 
designee that the associated transmission line meets: 

(a) At least one of the requirements listed in subsection (3) of this section; or 

(b) The requirements described in subsection (4) of this section 

Response: The entire route of the Project 230-kV transmission line does not meet any of the 
requirements of subsection (3). However, it does meet the requirements of subsection (4) as 
outlined in that section below. 

(3) The governing body of a county or its designee shall approve an application under this section 
if an applicant demonstrates that the entire route of the associated transmission line meets at 
least one of the following requirements: 

(a) The associated transmission line is not located on high-value farmland, as defined in ORS 
195.300 (Definitions for ORS 195.300 to 195.336), or on arable land; 

Response: Small segments of the 230-kV transmission line route cross through high-value farmland, 
as shown in Figure 2; therefore, it does not meet this requirement. 

(b) The associated transmission line is co-located with an existing transmission line; 

Response: The 230-kV transmission line will not be co-located with an existing transmission line; 
therefore, it does not meet this requirement. 

(c) The associated transmission line parallels an existing transmission line corridor with the 
minimum separation necessary for safety; or 

Response: The 230-kV transmission line does not parallel an existing transmission line corridor; 
therefore, it does not meet this requirement. 

(d) The associated transmission line is located within an existing right-of-way for a linear 
facility, such as a transmission line, road or railroad, that is located above the surface of the 
ground. 

Response: The 230-kV transmission line route consists of new transmission line corridor. The 230-
kV transmission line route does not include sections of new transmission line infrastructure within 
an existing linear right-of-way. Therefore, the Project 230-kV transmission line route does not meet 
this requirement. 

(4)(a) Except as provided in subsection (3) of this section, the governing body of a county or its 
designee shall approve an application under this section if, after an evaluation of reasonable 
alternatives, the applicant demonstrates that the entire route of the associated transmission line 
meets, subject to paragraphs (b) and (c) of this subsection, two or more of the following factors: 

(A) Technical and engineering feasibility; 
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Response:  

The Certificate Holder evaluated the technical and engineering feasibility of alternative 
transmission routes to minimize potential impacts to arable land and high-value farmland. The 
existing BPA transmission line is a fixed corridor end point for all alternative transmission line 
routes. Although the location of the proposed Project collector substation could be moved within 
the Site Boundary, no feasible alternative route exists that can connect the Project’s facilities to the 
BPA transmission line without crossing arable land due to the extent of arable lands located in the 
area between the Project and the BPA transmission line,  and due to the geographic limitations of 
gullies, ravines, and steep slopes in the areas where there are non-arable soils (Figure 2).  

The Certificate Holder considered a transmission line corridor between the BPA transmission line 
and the Project collector substation that paralleled Adkisson and Jameson Road; however, the 
Certificate Holder determined that the existing road right-of-way would not provide sufficient 
space to accommodate curvatures in the transmission line route.  

The proposed 230-kV transmission line route is feasible to develop within the 0.5-mile-wide 
transmission line corridor (as defined in OAR 345-001-0010(13) because it represents the 
straightest route the shortest length, and the least impacts as it avoids sensitive habitat and 
minimizes impacts to high-value farmland and arable land. Therefore, it meets the technical and 
engineering feasibility criterion. 

 (B) The associated transmission line is locationally dependent because the associated 
transmission line must cross high-value farmland, as defined in ORS 195.300 (Definitions for 
ORS 195.300 to 195.336), or arable land to achieve a reasonably direct route or to meet 
unique geographical needs that cannot be satisfied on other lands; 

Response: As shown in Figure 2, the 230-kV transmission line route is locationally dependent 
because it must cross high-value farmland and/or arable land to achieve a reasonably direct route 
between the wind farm and a point of interconnection with the BPA system.  

High-value Farmland 

High-value farmland is defined under ORS 195.300(10) subparts (a) through (f). The high-value 
farmland located within or adjacent to the site boundary meets the definition provided under ORS 
195.300(10)(a) but does not meet the definition provided under ORS 195.300(10)(b)-(f).11 ORS 
195.300(10)(a) relies, in part, on the definition of high-value farmland in ORS 215.710. ORS 
215.710, subpart (1) is provided below: 

ORS 215.710  

                                                             
11 The definition of high-value farmland provided under ORS 195.300(10)(b)-(f) does not apply to the land 
within or adjacent to the site boundary for the following reasons: 1) The site boundary is located east of 
Highway 101; 2) There is no land within or adjacent to the site boundary that is within an irrigation district, 
diking district, or within the place of use of an Oregon Water Resources Department permit, certificate, or 
decree for irrigation; 3) There are no wine grapes planned in or adjacent to the site boundary; and 4) The site 
boundary is outside of all the viticultural areas listed under ORS 195.300(10)(e) and (f). 
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(1) For purposes of ORS 215.705 (Dwellings in farm or forest zone), high-value farmland is land in 
a tract composed predominantly of soils that, at the time the siting of a dwelling is approved for 
the tract, are: 

(a) Irrigated and classified prime, unique, Class I or Class II; or 

(b) Not irrigated and classified prime, unique, Class I or Class II. 

Two soil series within the site boundary meet the high-value farmland classification: 12B and 26. 
Three other soils series, 44, 46B, and 17B, are considered high-value only if they are irrigated, but 
because no irrigation is occurring on these soils within the site boundary, they would not be 
classified as high-value farmland. Figure I-1 from the 2010 Summit Ridge I, LLC ASC (see 
Attachment 5) shows the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil types within the site 
boundary. Figure 3 shows the NRCS Soil Classifications associated with each soil type polygon 
within and nearby the site boundary. High-value soils account for 7 percent (approximately 478 
acres) of the total land within the site boundary and only 5 percent (approximately 80 acres) of the 
portion of the site boundary associated with the transmission line route. 

ORS 215.710 further defines high-value farmland in subparts (2) through (4). However, the soils 
within or near the site boundary do not meet the definitions of subpart (2) because no “specified 
perennials” (as defined under ORS 215.170(2)) are currently cultivated within the identified tracts 
comprising the site boundary. Of the cultivated land within or near the site boundary, the majority 
is used for dryland wheat production or pasture land. The soils within or near the site boundary do 
not meet the definitions under ORS 215.710 subpart (3) or (4) because the site boundary is not 
within the Willamette Valley or west of the coast range. 

Per the evaluation provided above, land designated as high-value farmland within and adjacent to 
the site boundary is determined by the location of NRCS Class I and II soils (per ORS 
195.300(10)(a)). Given that the high-value farmland designation is based on soil types, its location 
is scattered throughout the site boundary and its vicinity, and these soil types occur in patchy, 
highly irregular shapes (Figure 2), making them difficult to avoid in a coherent way when siting a 
linear transmission line between the wind farm and the point of interconnection.   

Arable Lands 

Under WCLUDO Section 3.219.Q.2 and under OAR 660-033-0130(37)(b) (Oregon’s administrative 
rules governing the siting of wind energy facilities on agricultural lands), arable lands are defined 
as “lands that are cultivated or suitable for cultivation including high-value farmland soils described 
at ORS 195.300(10).”  

Approximately 2,039 acres of land are being cultivated as dryland wheat within the site boundary 
and would therefore meet the definition of arable land (Figure 4). Spatial data of all currently 
cultivated land in the vicinity of the site boundary was not available. However, based on review of 
current and historic aerial photography, dryland wheat farming is occurring to the north and south 
of the current transmission line route. There is no feasible route between the wind farm substation 
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and the BPA point of interconnect that would avoid crossing land that has been or is currently 
cultivated with dryland wheat (Figure 4). 

WCLUDO Section 3.219.Q.2 and OAR 660-033-0130(37)(b) do not specify what amounts to “lands 
suitable for cultivation.” Therefore, the Certificate Holder turns to the definition of “arable land” in 
OAR 660-033-0130(38) (Oregon’s administrative rules governing the siting of solar photovoltaic 
power generation facilities on agricultural lands), which defines arable land as “predominantly 
cultivated, or if not cultivated, predominantly comprised of arable soils.” NRCS soil capability 
Classes I through IV are generally considered arable soils (Helms 199212) whereas NRCS soil 
Classes V through VIII are generally considered nonarable soils. Arable soils account for 68 percent 
(approximately 4,454 acres) of the total land within the site boundary and 54 percent 
(approximately 896 acres) of the portion of the site boundary associated with the transmission line 
route. Arable soils (Classes I through IV) are dominant in the area west of the wind farm and east of 
the existing BPA line (Figure 2), and there is no feasible direct route between the wind farm and the 
BPA point of interconnect that would avoid crossing arable soils (Figures 2 and 3). 

There are no urban or non-resource lands available to locate the transmission line where it could 
serve its purpose of conveying energy from the wind farm (on EFU land) to the electrical grid 
system. Figure 5 shows the current Wasco County zoning within and surrounding the site 
boundary, including the 230-kV transmission line route. As shown in Figure 5, all land within and 
adjacent to the site boundary is zoned EFU by Wasco County. In addition, the transmission line 
route was sited so that it could have a reasonably direct route to the BPA grid system 
interconnection point, thereby minimizing impacts. Only small portions of the transmission line 
route crosses through high-value farmland and, where practicable, support structures will also be 
placed to avoid high-value farmland to further minimize impacts. 

(C) Lack of an available existing right-of-way for a linear facility, such as a transmission line, 
road or railroad, that is located above the surface of the ground; 

Response: No existing right-of-way is available between the wind farm and the substation location. 
The area near the Project substation lacks well-defined linear infrastructure such as roads that 
would provide a reasonably direct route for the transmission line to connect with the electrical grid 
system without substantially lengthening the route. Figure 6 shows all existing road, railroad, and 
transmission rights-of-way within 2 to 4 miles of the site boundary. The existing road rights-of-way 
located between the existing BPA 230-kV line and the wind farm site do not provide reasonable 
direct routes because of spacing constraints. Any alternative route that would utilize an existing 
road right-of-way would significantly increase the length of the line, require acquisition of 
numerous new land rights, increase construction costs, and potentially interfere with existing 
utility infrastructure already located within the right-of-way. 

                                                             
12 Helms, D. 1992. Readings in the History of the Soil Conservation Service. National Resource Conservation 

Service. Washington, DC, pp. 60-73. 
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The existing BPA 230-kV line is the required point of interconnect due to interconnection 
availability through BPA. Due to the size of the Project and the timeline of the BPA interconnection 
process, it is not feasible from an economic or schedule standpoint to connect to the existing BPA 
500-kV line that runs north-south through the wind farm site. No existing transmission line rights-
of-way exist that would provide a possible direct route to connect the wind farm’s substation to the 
existing BPA 230-kV line.  

A transmission line route following the roads directly north of the proposed (and previously 
approved) transmission line route would be 20 percent longer than the current route 
(approximately 7.3 miles instead of 6 miles). Following this curved route would increase the capital 
cost of the line by over $1.7 million. This increased cost does not include the following factors 
involving cost and logistics: 

• Existing distribution lines would need to be crossed; this would require an underbuild of 
the existing lines.   

• The project substation would need to be relocated from the location agreed to by 
landowners; this could impact farming operations and would also require new design for 
the electrical collection layout   

• Additional property rights along Adkisson road not included by the current lease boundary 
would incur additional cost   

• The re-route may trigger new studies by BPA  

It is not currently known whether there are existing utilities along these roads, but if there are, 
placing the transmission line along this route could also affect them. 

The existing railroad right-of-way is located along the Deschutes River Canyon and would not 
provide a route between the wind farm and the point of interconnection on the existing 230-kV BPA 
line. Therefore, a section of new transmission line corridor is necessary to connect to the BPA 
substation. 

(D) Public health and safety; or 

Response: Summit Ridge is minimizing health and safety risks from exposure to magnetic fields or 
shock by limiting the length of the transmission line for the Project and locating the transmission 
line away from populated areas. However, the rationale for route selection was not based on health 
and safety risks.  

(E) Other requirements of state or federal agencies 

Response: As documented through the site certificate process and subsequent amendment 
processes, the Project complies with other requirements of state and federal agencies. 

(4)(b) The applicant shall present findings to the governing body of the county or its designee on 
how the applicant will mitigate and minimize the impacts, if any, of the associated transmission 
line on surrounding lands devoted to farm use in order to prevent a significant change in accepted 
farm practices or a significant increase in the cost of farm practices on the surrounding farmland. 



PRELIMINARY REQUEST FOR AMENDMENT #4 

Summit Ridge Wind Project 23 

Response: Summit Ridge has designed the 230-kV transmission line to minimize, to the greatest 
degree practicable, impacts to EFU land. The 230-kV transmission line pole structures will 
permanently impact a fraction of 1 acre of land (likely less than 0.1 acre), thereby removing very 
little land from agricultural production. In addition, the transmission line is sited to minimize 
disturbing agricultural practices. The amount of new transmission line corridor has been 
minimized to the greatest extent practicable by following the shortest practicable route between 
the wind farm substation and the BPA substation. Landowners and farm operators will be 
compensated for the loss of land for agricultural production. In addition, when construction is 
completed, lands temporarily affected by construction will be restored to their original condition. 
Therefore, because permanent impacts of the 230-kV transmission line are minimal, and the 
transmission line has been sited in consideration of farming practices, it will not force a significant 
change in accepted farm practices or a significant increase in the cost of farm practices on the 
surrounding farmland. 

(4)(c) The governing body of a county or its designee may consider costs associated with any of the 
factors listed in paragraph (a) of this subsection, but consideration of cost may not be the only 
consideration in determining whether the associated transmission line is necessary for public 
service. [2013 c.242 §2] 

Response: Land costs were not a significant consideration in determining the location of the 
transmission line segment. No alternative location exists, regardless of cost, to locate the 230-kV 
transmission line exclusively on non-EFU land; however, the vast majority of the transmission line 
route is currently located on non-EFU land. The location was dependent on providing a connection 
for the energy generated by the wind energy facility to the electrical energy grid interconnection 
point. 

Conclusion 

Council may rely on its prior findings and this supplemental analysis of compliance with ORS 
215.274 to determine that this amendment request complies with OAR 345-022-0030. 

5.1.6 Protected Areas (OAR 345-022-0040) 

(1) Except as provided in sections (2) and (3), the Council shall not issue a site certificate for a 
proposed facility located in the areas listed below. To issue a site certificate for a proposed facility 
located outside the areas listed below, the Council must find that, taking into account mitigation, 
the design, construction and operation of the facility are not likely to result in significant adverse 
impact to the areas listed below. References in this rule to protected areas designated under 
federal or state statutes or regulations are to the designations in effect as of May 11, 2007: 

(a) National parks, including but not limited to Crater Lake National Park and Fort Clatsop 
National Memorial; 

(b) National monuments, including but not limited to John Day Fossil Bed National Monument, 
Newberry National Volcanic Monument and Oregon Caves National Monument; 
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(c) Wilderness areas established pursuant to The Wilderness Act, 16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq. and 
areas recommended for designation as wilderness areas pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1782; 

(d) National and state wildlife refuges, including but not limited to Ankeny, Bandon Marsh, 
Baskett Slough, Bear Valley, Cape Meares, Cold Springs, Deer Flat, Hart Mountain, Julia Butler 
Hansen, Klamath Forest, Lewis and Clark, Lower Klamath, Malheur, McKay Creek, Oregon 
Islands, Sheldon, Three Arch Rocks, Umatilla, Upper Klamath, and William L. Finley; 

(e) National coordination areas, including but not limited to Government Island, Ochoco and 
Summer Lake; 

(f) National and state fish hatcheries, including but not limited to Eagle Creek and Warm 
Springs; 

(g) National recreation and scenic areas, including but not limited to Oregon Dunes National 
Recreation Area, Hell's Canyon National Recreation Area, and the Oregon Cascades Recreation 
Area, and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area; 

(h) State parks and waysides as listed by the Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation and 
the Willamette River Greenway; 

(i) State natural heritage areas listed in the Oregon Register of Natural Heritage Areas 
pursuant to ORS 273.581; 

(j) State estuarine sanctuaries, including but not limited to South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary, 
OAR chapter 142; 

(k) Scenic waterways designated pursuant to ORS 390.826, wild or scenic rivers designated 
pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq., and those waterways and rivers listed as potentials for 
designation; 

(l) Experimental areas established by the Rangeland Resources Program, College of 
Agriculture, Oregon State University: the Prineville site, the Burns (Squaw Butte) site, the 
Starkey site and the Union site; 

(m) Agricultural experimental stations established by the College of Agriculture, Oregon State 
University… 

(n) Research forests established by the College of Forestry, Oregon State University, including 
but not limited to McDonald Forest, Paul M. Dunn Forest, the Blodgett Tract in Columbia 
County, the Spaulding Tract in the Mary's Peak area and the Marchel Tract; 

(o) Bureau of Land Management areas of critical environmental concern, outstanding natural 
areas and research natural areas; 

(p) State wildlife areas and management areas identified in OAR chapter 635, division 8. 
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Response:  Council previously found that the Project is not located in any protected area listed in 
OAR 345-022-0040, is not likely to result in significant adverse impacts to any protected area, and 
complies with the Protected Areas Standard.13,14 The proposed extension to construction deadlines 
does not alter the analysis area, and no new Protected Areas have been added under OAR 345-022-
0040 since the previous findings were reached.  

This finding was based on an analysis of noise, traffic, water use, wastewater disposal, and visual 
impacts for the protected areas located within 20 miles of the Project (see Table 1). 

Visual Impacts 

As described in the Final Order on Amendment #2 (p. 115-117), although turbines would be visible 
from several protected areas, they would not result in a significant adverse visual impact. A 
summary of each finding is presented in Table 1.  

Table 1. Visual Impacts in Protected Areas within 20 Miles of the Project 

Protected Area 

345-022-
0040(1) 

Subparagraph 
Reference 

Distance 
(Miles) 

Project 
Visible? 

Summary of Visual Impacts 

Botanical/Scenic Areas 
within Columbia Gorge 
ACEC 

(o) 15.8 No None 

Columbia Hills 
(Horsethief Lake) State 
Park 

(h) 11.8 No None 

Cottonwood Canyon 
State Park 

(h) 18.0 No None 

Doug’s Beach State Park (h) 14.8 No None 

John Day Federal Wild 
and Scenic River 

(k) 18.4 No None 

John Day State Scenic 
Waterway 

(k) 18.4 No None 

JS Burres State 
Recreation Site (BLM) 

(h) 20.0 No None 

Lower Klickitat Federal 
Wild and Scenic River 

(k) 18.3 No None 

Maryhill State Park (h) 12.4 No None 

Mayer State Park (h) 18.1 No None 

Memaloose State Park (h) 19.8 No None 

                                                             
13 Final Order on the ASC, p. 81, August 19, 2011 
14 Final Order on Request for Contested Case, Amendment #2 and Request for Transfer of the Site Certificate, 

p. 117 (November 4, 2016) 
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Protected Area 

345-022-
0040(1) 

Subparagraph 
Reference 

Distance 
(Miles) 

Project 
Visible? 

Summary of Visual Impacts 

Tom McCall Preserve 
ACEC 

(o) 17.4 No None 

White River Falls State 
Park 

(h) 9.1 No None 

Badger Creek 
Wilderness Area 

(c) 18.7 Yes Distance and vegetation would screen 
and limit views of the Project. 

Deschutes River State 
Recreation Area 

(h) 9.0 Yes Distance and vegetation would screen 
and limit views of the Project. 

Heritage Landing 
(Deschutes) State Park 

(h) 9.1 Yes Distance and vegetation would screen 
and limit views of the Project. 

John Day Wildlife Refuge (d) 17.4 Yes The Project would be visible from 
isolated, limited rims of the John Day 
River Canyon, but not from the river 
itself. 

White River Federal 
Wild and Scenic River 

(k) 8.5 Yes The Project would be visible from 
isolated, limited rims of the White 
River Canyon, but not from the river 
itself. 

White River State 
Wildlife Area 

(p) 11.0 Yes The Project would be visible from 
isolated, limited rims of the White 
River Canyon, but not from the river 
itself. 

Columbia Basin 
Agriculture Research 
Area 

(m) 6.9 Yes The research center is not managed 
for its visual or scenic qualities. 
Distance and vegetation would screen 
and limit views of the Project. 

Columbia Hills Natural 
Area Preserve 

(i) 14.4 Yes The preserve is managed for rare plant 
habitat rather than scenic quality. 
Distance and vegetation would screen 
and limit views of the Project. 

Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area 
(CRGNSA) 

(g) 7.2 Yes Much of land within CRGNSA from 
which turbines would be visible is not 
accessible to the public. Publicly 
assessible areas from which turbines 
may be visible are more than 14 miles 
from turbines.  
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Protected Area 

345-022-
0040(1) 

Subparagraph 
Reference 

Distance 
(Miles) 

Project 
Visible? 

Summary of Visual Impacts 

Deschutes Federal Wild 
and Scenic River 

(k) 0.6 Yes Views of turbines from various 
locations along the river will be limited 
to views of rotor blades at distances of 
2 or more miles and would not 
dominate views but would be 
subordinate to the surrounding 
landscape. 

Deschutes State Scenic 
Waterway 

(k) 0.8 Yes Views of turbines from various 
locations along the river will be limited 
to views of rotor blades at distances of 
2 or more miles and would not 
dominate views but would be 
subordinate to the surrounding 
landscape. 

Lower Deschutes 
Wildlife Area 

(p) 2.0 Yes Views of turbines from various 
locations along the river will be limited 
to views of rotor blades at distances of 
2 or more miles and would not 
dominate views but would be 
subordinate to the surrounding 
landscape. 

Noise Impacts 

As analyzed in Amendment #2, up to four turbines may be located within 1 mile of the Deschutes 
Federal Wild and Scenic River boundary, with the closest turbine located approximately 0.72 mile 
from the boundary. Noise modeling conducted for Amendment #2 indicated that the maximum 
warranted sound power levels of turbines under consideration for the Project would be no greater 
than 109 dBA (plus 2 dBA uncertainty). Council therefore applied Site Certificate Condition 5.14, 
which requires Summit Ridge to place turbines no closer than 0.72 mile from any protected area, 
and that any turbine located within 1 mile of the Deschutes Federal Wild and Scenic River and 
Deschutes State Scenic Waterway would have a maximum sound power no greater than 109 dBA 
plus 2 dBA uncertainty. Extension of construction deadlines as described in RFA 4 will not limit 
Summit Ridge’s ability to comply with this condition. Therefore, the requested amendment will not 
result in significant adverse noise impacts at any protected area within the analysis area. 

Traffic, Water Use, and Wastewater Disposal Impacts 

The extension of construction deadlines will not alter traffic, water use, and wastewater disposal 
impacts previously authorized for the Project. As previously found by Council15, traffic demands on 

                                                             
15 Final Order on the ASC, p. 79. 
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local roads and highways in the vicinity of the Project are low, and any effects during construction are 
expected to be temporary and negligible and will not adversely affect protected areas. Water use 
would be primarily during construction and would be temporary; water would be trucked in from the 
City of The Dalles primarily for dust suppression and concrete mixing. During operation, water use 
would be primarily for normal domestic purposes at the O&M building and would be supplied by an 
on-site well. Sanitary wastewater would be discharged to a permitted on-site septic system.  

Conclusion 

The proposed amendment makes no changes that would alter the basis for Council’s earlier 
findings. Therefore, Council may find that this amendment request complies with OAR 345-022-
0040. 

5.1.7 Retirement and Financial Assurance (OAR 345-022-0050) 

To issue a site certificate, the Council must find that: 

(1) The site, taking into account mitigation, can be restored adequately to a useful, non-hazardous 
condition following permanent cessation of construction or operation of the facility. 

(2) The applicant has a reasonable likelihood of obtaining a bond or letter of credit in a form and 
amount satisfactory to the Council to restore the site to a useful, non-hazardous condition. 

Response:  Council previously found that Summit Ridge would meet Council’s Retirement and 
Financial Assurance Standard, and that the estimate of $6.695 million (calculated in Q3 2010 
dollars) was a reasonable estimate to restore the facility site.16 This request does not seek to make 
any changes to the facility or tasks or actions necessary for facility decommissioning. There is no 
change to the maximum number of turbines, maximum generating capacity, or infrastructure 
locations from what was previously authorized. The total number of turbines at the facility will not 
exceed 72, and the generation capacity will not exceed 194.4 MW.  

Council previously found that Summit Ridge, in relying on its parent company organization (Pattern 
Development and Pattern Energy Group 2 LP), had provided sufficient guarantee in the form of a 
bank letter to demonstrate its ability to obtain a bond or letter of credit in a form and amount 
satisfactory to the Council to restore the site to a useful, non-hazardous condition.17 

Because the decommissioning cost estimate has not recently been updated, a new cost estimate has 
been prepared to estimate decommissioning costs for the facility as modified by Amendment 2 (see 
Attachment 6). As described in the Final Order on the ASC, p. 82, the site will be restored to a useful, 
non-hazardous condition by dismantling and removing all aboveground structures, and removing 
electrical equipment, pads, and foundations to a minimum depth of 3 feet below grade. Excavated 
areas will be backfilled with topsoil, and the surface topography will be blended with adjacent 
areas. Roads will be removed, and disturbed areas will be restored and replanted with native plant 
                                                             
16 Final Order on Request for Transfer, Third Amended Site Certificate, p. 15 (December 15, 2017) 
17 Final Order on Request for Transfer, Third Amended Site Certificate, p. 16 (December 15, 2017) 
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seed mixes or agricultural crops, as appropriate. To prepare the cost estimate, the scope of work 
and individual tasks were established using professional experience by the Certificate Holder’s 
engineering staff. The Project is broken into individual tasks that were each estimated separately to 
include labor requirements, equipment needs, and duration. Production rates were established 
using professional experience and published standards that include RS Means (www.rsmeans.com). 
Labor and equipment rates prevalent to the geographic area of the Project were obtained based on 
U.S. Department of Labor wage determinations.  

The updated cost estimate is $9,874,000, which is more than the previous estimate but still less 
than the amount specified in the bank letter provided by the Certificate Holder during the 
Amendment 3 process, which established financial assurance and capability to obtain a bond or 
letter of credit up to $10,000,000. Therefore, the Council may rely on its prior findings18 that the 
Certificate Holder can continue to comply with the Retirement and Financial Assurance standard. 

Accordingly, the proposed amendment makes no changes that would alter the basis for Council’s 
earlier findings, and therefore, Council may find that OAR 345-022-0050 is met. 

5.1.8 Fish and Wildlife Habitat (OAR 345-022-0060) 

To issue a site certificate, the Council must find that the design, construction and operation of the 
facility, taking into account mitigation, are consistent with the general fish and wildlife habitat 
mitigation goals and standards of OAR 635-415-0025(1) through (6) in effect as of February 24, 
2017. 

OAR 635-415-0025 Requirements (Implementation of Department Habitat Mitigation 
Recommendations):19 

(1) “Habitat Category 1” is irreplaceable, essential habitat for a fish or wildlife species, population, 
or a unique assemblage of species and is limited on either a physiographic province or site-specific 
basis, depending on the individual species, population or unique assemblage. 

(a) The mitigation goal for Category 1 habitat is no loss of either habitat quantity or quality. *** 

(2) “Habitat Category 2” is essential habitat for a fish or wildlife species, population, or unique 
assemblage of species and is limited either on a physiographic province or site-specific basis 
depending on the individual species, population or unique assemblage. 

(a) The mitigation goal if impacts are unavoidable, is no net loss of either habitat quantity or 
quality and to provide a net benefit of habitat quantity or quality. *** 

                                                             
18 Final Order on Request for Transfer, Third Amended Site Certificate, p. 16 (December 15, 2017) 
19 The provisions cited under OAR 635-415-0025 are included only in part, rather than in their entirety, for 

purposes of brevity. 

http://www.rsmeans.com/
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(3) “Habitat Category 3” is essential habitat for fish and wildlife, or important habitat for fish and 
wildlife that is limited either on a physiographic province or site-specific basis, depending on the 
individual species or population. 

(a) The mitigation goal is no net loss of either habitat quantity or quality. *** 

(4) “Habitat Category 4” is important habitat for fish and wildlife species. 

(a) The mitigation goal is no net loss in either existing habitat quantity or quality. *** 

(5) “Habitat Category 5” is habitat for fish and wildlife having high potential to become either 
essential or important habitat. 

(a) The mitigation goal, if impacts are unavoidable, is to provide a net benefit in habitat 
quantity or quality. *** 

(6) “Habitat Category 6” is habitat that has low potential to become essential or important habitat 
for fish and wildlife. 

(a) The mitigation goal is to minimize impacts. *** 

Response:  Council previously found that the Project complies with Council’s Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Standard.20, 21 This finding was based on a detailed analysis of habitat, plants, and wildlife 
within the analysis area, which includes the area within the site boundary and the area within a 
half-mile of the site boundary. Habitat delineation was conducted using field and desktop 
methodologies in 2009. Information on plants and wildlife within the analysis area was gathered 
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Oregon Biodiversity Information Center, as well as 
information gathered from surveys at nearby wind projects. Plant and wildlife surveys were 
conducted in 2009–2010., Figure 7 shows the most recent habitat categorization mapping for the 
Project. This figure shows habitat categorization performed by Northwest Wildlife Consultants in 
2009 to support the 2010 ASC, with additional desktop analysis to map the entire Exhibit P analysis 
area (site boundary plus 0.5 mile). The extent of areas burned during 2018 fires is provided as 
Figure 8, and ODFW’s big game winter range designation is provided as Figure 9. Despite the 
potential changes to habitat resulting from 2018 wildfires in the Project area, habitat categorization 
conducted in 2009 provides the most conservative approach to habitat classification because the 
likely effect of the 2018 fires is an overall lowering of habitat quality and the change of some shrub-
steppe and some native perennial to exotic annual grasslands. The Certificate Holder affirms that 
there has been no change to facility-related impacts or assumptions since they were calculated 
under Amendment 2, and that the calculations presented in Amendment 2 are correct and 
reasonable based on currently available information for the indicated layout. The Certificate Holder 

                                                             
20 Final Order on the ASC, p. 106 (August 19, 2011) 
21 Final Order on Request for Contested Case, Amendment #2 and Request for Transfer of the Site Certificate, 

p. 120-130 (November 4, 2016) 
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will provide a revised estimate of permanent and temporary impacts based on the final Project 
design prior to construction in accordance with Site Certificate Condition 10.1. 

Avian use surveys were conducted between 2005 and 2010. Raptor nest surveys were conducted in 
2015–2016, and Summit Ridge agreed to seasonal construction restrictions and nest buffers 
specific to red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) nests. 

Summit Ridge is currently performing eagle use surveys to support potential federal permitting and 
guidance documents. These surveys will also inform updates to eagle occurrence in the analysis 
area.  In preparation of this amendment request, Summit Ridge reviewed Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (ODFW’s) Sensitive Species list and updated Attachment P-2 of Exhibit P of the 
ASC to reflect changes that have occurred to the list since the ASC and subsequent amendments 
were prepared (Table 2). This updated table includes only the ODFW Sensitive Species as required 
to meet the standard. As stated in the ASC, there is no riverine or other suitable habitat to support 
sensitive fish, amphibians, or turtles. Impacts to ODFW Sensitive Species were disclosed in the ASC 
and subsequent amendments and are still applicable to the updated list of ODFW Sensitive Species.  

Table 2. List of ODFW Sensitive Species in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion of Oregon and 
Potential Occurrence in the Exhibit P Analysis Area 

Common Name Scientific 
Name 

2008  
ODFW 
Status1 

2016 
ODFW 
Status2 

Occurrence in the Analysis Area 

Reptiles 

California 
mountain 
kingsnake 

Lampropeltis 
zonata 

Not Listed in 
Columbia 

Basin 
S 

Not documented during surveys. Habitat is pine forests, 
oak woodlands, and chaparral; this species is rare along 
the Columbia River (ODFW 2017). Typical habitat is 
absent from the analysis area. 

Northern 
sagebrush lizard 

Sceloporus 
graciosus 
graciosus 

SV S 
Not documented during surveys. Habitat is sagebrush 
and xeric habitats (ODFW 2017), which are present in 
the analysis area. 

Birds 

Bald eagle Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus Threatened Not Listed 

Documented during surveys. Nests near water, 
known to hunt carrion in uplands. Not an ODFW 
Sensitive Species; however, bald eagles have been 
monitored during surveys. 

Brewer’s sparrow  Spizella breweri 
breweri Not Listed S 

Documented during surveys. This species prefers 
sagebrush habitat (ODFW 2017); habitat is present in 
the analysis area. 

Burrowing owl 
(western)  

Athene 
cunicularia 
hypugaea 

SC SC 
Not documented during surveys. Nests in earthen 
burrows in open shrub-steppe and grassland habitat 
(ODFW 2017). Habitat is present in the analysis area. 

Common 
nighthawk  

Chordeiles 
minor 

Not Listed in 
Columbia 

Plateau 
S 

Documented during surveys. Nests in open 
landscapes in sagebrush and rocky scablands and 
rimrock habitat (ODFW 2017). Habitat is present in 
the analysis area. 
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Common Name Scientific 
Name 

2008  
ODFW 
Status1 

2016 
ODFW 
Status2 

Occurrence in the Analysis Area 

Willow Flycatcher 
(Eastern Oregon) 

Empidonax 
traillii 
(adastus) 

SV 
Not Listed in 

Columbia 
Plateau 

Not Considered. 

Ferruginous hawk  Buteo regalis SC SC 
Documented during surveys. Occurs in open 
landscapes east of the Cascade Mountains (ODFW 
2017).  

Golden eagle Aquila 
chrysaetos Not Listed Not Listed 

Documented during surveys. Not an ODFW Sensitive 
Species; however, golden eagles have been 
monitored during surveys.  

Grasshopper 
sparrow  

Ammodramus 
savannarum 
perpallidus 

SV S 
Documented during surveys. Habitat is present in the 
analysis area in open grasslands. Commonly 
observed in the analysis area. 

Lewis’s 
woodpecker  

Melanerpes 
lewis SC SC 

Not documented during surveys. Breeds in low 
numbers in open habitat along eastern Oregon river 
and stream valleys (ODFW 2017). Typical habitat is 
absent from the analysis area, but probable migrant 
through analysis area. 

Loggerhead shrike  Lanius 
ludovicianus SV S Documented during surveys. Breeds in open habitat 

east of the Cascades (ODFW 2017).  

Long-billed curlew  Numenius 
americanus SV SC 

Documented during surveys. Commonly breeds in 
open grassland areas east of the Cascades (ODFW 
2017). Habitat is present in the analysis area.  

Sagebrush 
sparrow  

Artemisiospiza 
nevadensis 

SC  
(Absent 

from ASC) 
SC 

Not documented during surveys. Found throughout 
the arid expanses of the Great Basin and usually 
associated with big sage (ODFW 2017). Habitat is 
present in the analysis area. 

Swainson’s hawk  Buteo 
swainsoni SV S 

Documented during surveys. Breeds in bunchgrass 
prairies east of the Cascades; prefers open country 
(ODFW 2017). Habitat is present in the analysis area. 

Western greater 
sage-grouse 

Centrocercus 
urophasianus SV 

Not Listed in 
Columbia 
Plateau 

Not Considered. 

Mammals 

Hoary bat  Lasiurus 
cinereus SV S 

Documented during surveys. Likely migrant through 
the analysis area; one of the most common fatalities 
at wind energy facilities in the Pacific Northwest. 

Long-legged 
myotis Myotis volans SV 

Not Listed in 
Columbia 
Plateau 

Not Considered. 

Pallid bat  Antrozous 
pallidus SV S Documented during surveys. Non-migratory species 

with typical foraging flight height below turbine. 

Silver-haired bat  Lasionycteris 
noctivagans SU S 

Documented during surveys. Probable migrant 
through analysis area and susceptible to turbine 
strike.  
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Common Name Scientific 
Name 

2008  
ODFW 
Status1 

2016 
ODFW 
Status2 

Occurrence in the Analysis Area 

Spotted bat  Euderma 
maculatum Not Listed S 

Not documented during surveys. Associated with arid 
desert terrain. Roosts include crevices in steep cliff 
faces. Known hunting grounds include open 
ponderosa pine forests, meadows, riparian areas, hay 
fields, and marshes adjacent to lakes. 

Townsend’s big-
eared bat  

Corynorhinus 
townsendii SC SC Not documented during surveys. Non-migrant and 

uncommon. 
This table is updated from Attachment P-2 of the Application for Site Certificate (August 2010). 
1. 2008 ODFW Status: SC = Sensitive Critical, SV = Sensitive Vulnerable 
2. 2017 ODFW Status: SC = Sensitive Critical, S = Sensitive 
Sources:  

ODFW (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife). 2008. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Sensitive Species List.  
ODFW. 2016. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Sensitive Species List. Available online at: 

http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/diversity/species/docs/2017_Sensitive_Species_List.pdf. 
ODFW. 2017. Wildlife Viewing website. Accessed December 22, 2017; available at: https://myodfw.com/wildlife-viewing. 

 

On the basis of this information, habitat impacts were estimated in the Final Order on the ASC and 
in subsequent amendments. The Habitat Mitigation Plan issued as Attachment G to the Final Order 
on Amendment #2 described permanent impacts to Category 2 habitat of 26.23 acres, and 
temporary impacts to Category 2 habitat of 35.52 acres. All other temporary and permanent 
impacts are to Category 6 habitat. Although the habitat categorization previously provided has not 
been formally updated at this time, biologists conducting other surveys in this area have 
determined that significant portions of the Project area have been affected by 2018 wildfires 
including the Substation Fire. As appropriate, any needed updates to the habitat delineation will be 
provided prior to construction.  In addition to the habitat mitigation requirements, the Council 
adopted several conditions requiring additional pre-construction surveys, implementation of a 
Revegetation and Weed Control Plan approved by Wasco County and ODFW, and post-construction 
wildlife monitoring as described in the Wildlife Monitoring and Mitigation Plan. 

This amendment request does not seek to enlarge the existing site boundary or physical 
components of the Project. There is no change to the previously approved maximum number of 
turbines, maximum generating capacity, or infrastructure locations of the Project. The total number 
of turbines at the Project will not exceed 72 and the generation capacity will not exceed 194.4 MW. 
Accordingly, the proposed amendment makes no changes that would alter the basis for Council’s 
earlier findings, and therefore, Council may find that OAR 345-022-0060 is satisfied. 

5.1.9 Threatened and Endangered Species (OAR 345-022-0070) 

To issue a site certificate, the Council, after consultation with appropriate state agencies, must find 
that: 

http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/diversity/species/docs/2017_Sensitive_Species_List.pdf
https://myodfw.com/wildlife-viewing
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(1) For plant species that the Oregon Department of Agriculture has listed as threatened or 
endangered under ORS 564.105(2), the design, construction and operation of the proposed facility, 
taking into account mitigation: 

(a) Are consistent with the protection and conservation program, if any, that the Oregon 
Department of Agriculture has adopted under ORS 564.105(3); or 

(b) If the Oregon Department of Agriculture has not adopted a protection and conservation 
program, are not likely to cause a significant reduction in the likelihood of survival or recovery 
of the species; and 

(2) For wildlife species that the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission has listed as threatened or 
endangered under ORS 496.172(2), the design, construction and operation of the proposed facility, 
taking into account mitigation, are not likely to cause a significant reduction in the likelihood of 
survival or recovery of the species. 

Response:  Council previously determined that the Project complies with the Threatened and 
Endangered Species Standard.22, 23 This finding was based on extensive plant and wildlife desktop 
and field surveys conducted in 2009–2010 and updated in 2015–2016. Risks to avian species will 
be mitigated by placing the majority of facility collector lines underground and by adhering to the 
Avian Power Line Interaction Committee suggested practices for raptor protection on power lines. 
Meteorological towers will be non-guyed structures, and turbine towers will be smooth tubular 
structures to avoid creating perching opportunities. Summit Ridge will implement post-
construction monitoring and mitigation in accordance with the Wildlife Monitoring and Mitigation 
Plan, and additional mitigation measures could be required depending on the results of this 
monitoring.  

In preparation of this RFA 4, Summit Ridge reviewed ODFW’s Threatened and Endangered Fish and 
Wildlife list and Oregon Department of Agriculture’s (ODA) Threatened and Endangered Plants list. 
The language in OAR 345-021-0010(q)(A) has been changed since the original application and no 
longer includes species listed as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered Species 
Act (16 USC 1533). Therefore, the Certificate Holder updated Table Q-1 (see Table 3 below) to omit 
the federal status and update the current state status of species. The table title was modified to 
reflect this change. A column was added to show any changes to the state status since 2009 for 
state-listed threatened, endangered, and candidate plants and state-listed threatened and 
endangered wildlife. In addition, the Certificate Holder requested, received, and reviewed an 
October 2018 version of the Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC) database within the 
analysis area. The results of this request are provided in Table 3. 

 

  
                                                             
22 Final Order on the ASC, p. 110 (August 19, 2011) 
23 Final Order on Request for Contested Case, Amendment #2 and Request for Transfer of the Site Certificate 

p. 130-132 (November 4, 2016) 
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Table 3. List of State Threatened and Endangered Species with Potential Occurrence in the 
Exhibit Q Analysis Area 

Name 
State Status 

Typical Habitat Likelihood of 
Occurrence 

Identification 
Period  

(Plants only) 2009 2018 

WILDLIFE 

Bald eagle 
Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

LT Delisted 

Nests in large, dominant trees with 
exposed limbs capable of supporting 
large nest structure, usually within 1 
mile of a large waterbody; winters 
along large rivers and reservoirs. 
Bald eagles are no longer tracked in 
the ORBIC database. 

Low NA 

PLANTS 

Tygh Valley milk-
vetch 
Astragalus tyghensis 

LT LT 

Dry, rocky, sandy-clay soils and 
grassy slopes, common in 
sagebrush-bunchgrass communities. 
No ORBIC occurrences within the 
analysis area. 

Moderate Late May – 
Mid June 

Henderson’s ricegrass 
Achnatherum 
hendersonii 

C C 

Dry shallow rocky soils derived from 
basalt in sagebrush or ponderosa 
pine. Soils are often subject to frost 
heave. No ORBIC occurrences within 
the analysis area. 

Low May – June 

Dwarf evening-
primrose 
Camissonia pygmaea 

C C 

Dry plains and slopes with unstable 
soils or on gravel in steep talus, dry 
washes, banks and road-cuts. 
Elevation: 200 to 500 feet. No ORBIC 
occurrences within the analysis area. 

Moderate June – August 

Diffuse stickseed 
Hackelia diffusa var. 
diffusa 

C C 

Shaded areas, cliffs, talus, wooded 
flats and slopes, tending closer to the 
Columbia Gorge than H. d. var. 
cottanii. Elevations: 1,000 feet. No 
ORBIC occurrences within the 
analysis area. 

Low May – June 

Hepatic 
monkeyflower 
Mimulus 
jungermannioides 

C C 

Basalt crevices in seepage zones in 
vertical cliff faces and canyon walls. 
Elevation: 500 to 3,300 feet. No 
ORBIC occurrences within the 
analysis area. 

Low May – Late 
August 

Listing Status: LT = Listed Threatened, C = Candidate  
This table updated from Table Q-1 of the Application for Site Certificate (August 2010). 
Sources: 

October 2018 version of the ORBIC database within the analysis area  
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2018. Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Fish and Wildlife Species in Oregon. Available 

online at: http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/diversity/species/docs/Threatened_and_Endangered_Species.pdf. 

Oregon Department of Agriculture. 2018. Oregon Listed Plants by County for Wasco County. Available online at: 
http://www.oregon.gov/ODA/programs/PlantConservation/Pages/ListedPlants.aspx. 

 

http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/diversity/species/docs/Threatened_and_Endangered_Species.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/ODA/programs/PlantConservation/Pages/ListedPlants.aspx
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Review of the ORBIC database does not warrant inclusion of any additional threatened and 
endangered species because there are no state-listed threatened or endangered species identified 
by ORBIC within the analysis area.  

Since 2009, the bald eagle has been delisted by ODFW; therefore, an analysis of the effects of the 
facility on the bald eagle is no longer required to meet the Threatened and Endangered Species 
Standard. Regardless, the analysis provided in Exhibit Q is still applicable, and the facility is not 
expected to affect the bald eagle. 

The ODA status of the five plant species included in the original Exhibit Q analysis has not changed 
since 2009. The Tygh Valley milk-vetch is no longer within the Exhibit Q analysis area due to 
changes in the site boundary; Exhibit Q previously stated that one record occurred within the 
analysis area. The absence of an ORBIC occurrence within the analysis area for Tygh Valley milk-
vetch neither alters its likelihood of occurrence in the analysis area, because potential habitat still 
exists, nor does it change the findings in Exhibit Q that conclude that construction of the facility will 
have no effect on the species. 

This request does not seek to enlarge the existing site boundary or physical components of the 
Project. There is no change to the previously approved maximum number of turbines, maximum 
generating capacity, or infrastructure locations of the Project. The total number of turbines at the 
Project will not exceed 72 and the generation capacity will not exceed 194.4 MW. Accordingly, the 
proposed amendment makes no changes that would alter the basis for Council’s earlier findings, 
and thus, this request complies with OAR 345-022-0070. 

5.1.10  Scenic Resources (OAR 345-022-0080) 

(1) Except for facilities described in section (2), to issue a site certificate, the Council must find that 
the design, construction and operation of the facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely 
to result in significant adverse impact to scenic resources and values identified as significant or 
important in local land use plans, tribal land management plans and federal land management 
plans for any lands located within the analysis area described in the project order. 

(2) The Council may issue a site certificate for a special criteria facility under OAR 345-015-0310 
without making the findings described in section (1). However, the Council may apply the 
requirements of section (1) to impose conditions on a site certificate issued for such a facility. 

Response:  Council previously found that the Project complies with the Scenic Resources 
Standard.24  

The Council addressed the Scenic Resources Standard in Section IV.I of the Final Order on the ASC, 
Section III.B.3.j of the Amended Final Order on Amendment #1, and Section III.B.10 of the Final 
Order on Request for Contested Case, Amendment #2 and Request for Transfer of the Site 
Certificate. Final Order on Request for Transfer (Third Amended Site Certificate) solely sought to 
                                                             
24 Final Order on Request for Contested Case, Amendment #2 and Request for Transfer of the Site Certificate, 

p. 141 (November 4, 2016) 
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change ownership of the facility, and therefore, did not address or make any changes that would 
affect compliance with the Scenic Resources Standard. The Council found that, subject to specified 
conditions to ensure adequate mitigation, the design, construction, and operation of the facility 
were not likely to result in significant adverse impacts to scenic resources and values identified as 
significant or important in local land use plans, tribal land management plans, and federal land 
management plans for any lands located within the analysis area.25 No new scenic resources have 
been listed within the site boundary or within 10 miles of the Project based on the current WCCP.26 
The applicable management plans, including those listed below, have not been updated since they 
were last analyzed for Amendment #2: 

• Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA) 
• State Scenic Waterway Program 
• Lower Deschutes River Management Plan 
• Two Rivers Resource Management Plan 
• White River National Wild and Scenic River Management Plan 
• John Day River Canyon Management Plan 
• Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan 
• Oregon National Historic Trail Management Plan 
• Journey Through Time Scenic Byway Management Plan 
• Wasco County Comprehensive Plan 
• Sherman County Comprehensive Plan   

In the Final Order on the ASC and subsequent amendments, Council considered the Project’s impact 
to the following scenic resources identified by the applicable resource plans within the analysis 
area:  

• CRGNSA 
• The Lower Deschutes River Canyon 
• The White River Canyon 
• Resources in the John Day River Canyon 
• The Mt. Hood National Forest 
• The Oregon National Historic Trail 
• The Journey Through Time Scenic Byway 
• Wasco County Resources 
• Sherman County Resources 

                                                             
25 Final Order on the ASC, p. 121 (August 19, 2011) 
26 Wasco County.  2010.  Wasco County Comprehensive Plan. Prepared by the Wasco County Planning and 

Development Office.  Accessed at: https://co.wasco.or.us/docs/Planning%20Reference/CompPlan_Ch1-
20_MERGED_Searchable.pdf. 
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The management plans described in ASC Exhibit R were reviewed to determine whether any had 
been modified or whether additional plans should be considered. This review resulted in the 
following findings:  

• The CRGNSA management plan (1992, revised May 10, 2004) has been amended through 
2016, but no changes were made to the scenic resources that were already confirmed 
within the analysis area as described in the ASC Exhibit R. 

The following management plans have been confirmed to not have been updated since originally 
cited: 

• Wasco (City) Comprehensive Land Use Plan, June 2003  
• Spokane Resource Management Plan and Record of Decision, May 1987 
• Maupin Comprehensive Land Use Plan, 1980 
• Moro Comprehensive Land Use Plan, July 1978 
• Rufus Comprehensive Land Use Plan, June 1978 
• Grass Valley Comprehensive Land Use Plan, April 1978 
• Comprehensive Plan for the City of Dufur, OR, 1977. 

The following management plans have been updated as noted: 

• Hood River County Comprehensive Land Use Plan (OR) – amended 2011, and no new scenic 
resources; no changes were made to the scenic resources that were already confirmed (in 
ASC Exhibit R) as not significant visual or aesthetic resources within the analysis area. 

• Comprehensive Plan for Land Use in Gilliam County, May 1977 (amended 1987) – amended 
May 2017, and no new scenic resources; no changes were made to the scenic resources that 
were already confirmed (in ASC Exhibit R) as not significant visual or aesthetic resources 
within the analysis area. 

• Klickitat County (WA) Comprehensive Plan August 1977 – amended March 2015 natural 
resources energy/mineral resource land sections, but no changes were made to the scenic 
resources that were already confirmed (in ASC Exhibit R) as not significant visual or 
aesthetic resources within the analysis area. 

• Goldendale (WA) Comprehensive Land Use Plan, 1999 – amended 2014, but no changes 
were made to the scenic resources that were already confirmed (in ASC Exhibit R) as not 
significant visual or aesthetic resources within the analysis area. 

• City of the Dalles Comprehensive Plan, December 1982 – amended May 2011, but the 
Project is not located within city limits; therefore, as confirmed in the ASC Exhibit R, no 
impacts will be made to trees/open space/rural scenic character (per requirements of 
plan). 

The Council included three site certificate conditions to mitigate adverse impacts to scenic 
resources. These conditions include measures such as mounting the nacelle on smooth uniform 
steel structures that are painted uniformly in a low-reflectivity neutral gray, white, or off-white 
color, and requiring the minimum turbine lighting required by law.  
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Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area  

In the Final Order on the ASC and subsequent amendments, the Council found that the facility 
would generally be visible in the CRGNSA at approximately 11 miles away, from State Route 14 in 
Washington state, and in areas generally not accessible to the public. In addition, the Council 
concluded that the CRGNSA and its associated management plan protect scenic resources within 
the CRGNSA, but do not preclude development on private property outside the CRGNSA. Finally, the 
Council found that there are a number of existing development features between the proposed 
facility and the scenic resources within the CRGNSA that would detract from the visual character of 
the area.27 Extending construction deadlines would not alter the basis of the Council’s previous 
finding that Summit Ridge is not likely to have a significant adverse effect on the identified scenic 
resources associated with the CRGNSA. 

Lower Deschutes River Canyon  

The Council previously assessed the facility’s impact to the Lower Deschutes River Canyon in 
Section IV.I.1.a.ii of the Final Order on the ASC and subsequent amendments, and found that the 
facility would not cause a significant adverse impact to identified resources within the Lower 
Deschutes River Canyon. The Council found that while the facility would likely be visible from the 
canyon floor and the Deschutes River, the turbines would be subordinate to the surrounding 
landscape and would not dominate the views from the river canyon. Additionally, the Council found 
that the applicable land management plans do not regulate lands beyond the boundaries of “related 
adjacent land” (defined as land within a quarter-mile of the riverbank). The land within the site 
boundary is outside state and federal management jurisdiction. As such, the Council concluded that 
the facility is not likely to have significant adverse impacts to identified scenic resources associated 
with the Deschutes River Canyon.28, 29   

The proposed construction deadline extensions would not alter the basis of the Council finding that 
Summit Ridge is not likely to have a significant adverse effect on the identified scenic resources 
associated with the Deschutes River Canyon. 

White River Canyon  

The Council analyzed the impacts to the White River Canyon in Section IV.I.1.a.iii of the Final Order 
on the ASC and in subsequent amendments. Council found that the facility would not cause 
significant adverse impacts to the visual characteristics of the White River Canyon because the 
facility would not be visible from the river or its shoreline and would only be visible from remote 
and inaccessible locations from higher canyon walls. Additionally, the Council found in the Final 

                                                             
27 Final Order on the ASC, p. 114-116 (August 19, 2011) 
28 Final Order on the ASC, p. 117-118 (August 19, 2011) 
29 SRWAMD2Doc1 Request for Amendment No.2 2016-02-17; SRWAMD2Doc22 Certificate Holder Responses 

to AIRs 2016-07-20 
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Order on the ASC that the previously approved facility would not be visible from White River Falls 
State Park.30 

The proposed extension to construction deadlines does not alter the basis of the Council’s previous 
finding that the Project would not have significant adverse impacts to the scenic resources and 
values identified in the White River National Wild and Scenic River Management Plan. 

John Day River Canyon  

The Council analyzed the impacts to the resources identified in the John Day River Canyon in 
Section IV.I.1.a.iv of the Final Order on the ASC and in subsequent amendments. The Council found 
that the facility would not cause a significant impact to the visual characteristics of the resources in 
the John Day River Canyon because the facility would be visible only from small portions of the 
higher canyon walls and rims at distances of more than 18 miles.31, 32  

The proposed extension to construction deadlines does not alter the basis of the Council’s prior 
finding that the Project would not have significant adverse impacts to the scenic resources and 
values identified in the John Day River Canyon Management Plan and the Two Rivers Resource 
Management Plan. 

Mt. Hood National Forest  

The Council analyzed the impacts to the Mt. Hood National Forest in Section IV.I.1.a.v of the Final 
Order on the ASC and in subsequent amendments. The Council found that the facility would not 
have significant adverse visual impacts on the Mt. Hood National Forest because the Project would 
be 15 miles away from the forest, and access to the areas where the facility would be visible is 
limited. Furthermore, the forest is heavily treed, which would further reduce any views from the 
forest to the facility. Additionally, the Council found that the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and 
Resource Management Plan guides the management of visual resources within the forest itself, 
including limiting logging and other man-made development in the forest. This has the effect of 
maintaining forested vegetation, which would obscure possible views to the facility.33, 34, 35  

The proposed construction deadline extensions do not alter the basis of the Council’s prior findings 
that the Project would not have significant adverse impacts to the scenic resources and values 
identified as important in the Mt. Hood National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 

                                                             
30 Final Order on the ASC, p. 118 (August 19, 2011) 
31 Final Order on the ASC, p. 118 (August 19, 2011) 
32 SRWAMD2Doc1 Request for Amendment No.2 2016-02-17; SRWAMD2Doc22 Certificate Holder Responses 

to AIRs (AIR 12) 2016-07-20 
33 Final Order on the ASC, p. 119 (August 19, 2011) 
34 Amended Final Order on Amendment #1, p. 85 (August 7, 2015) 
35 SRWAMD2Doc1 Request for Amendment No.2 2016-02-17; SRWAMD2Doc22 Certificate Holder Responses 

to AIRs (AIR 12) 2016-07-20 
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Oregon National Historic Trail  

The Council analyzed the impacts to the Oregon National Historic Trail in Section IV.I.1.a.vi of the 
Final Order on the ASC and subsequent amendments. The Council found that the Project would not 
be visible from the four high-potential sites identified by the Oregon National Historic Trail 
Management Plan (Deschutes River Crossing, The Dalles Complex, Tygh Valley, and Biggs 
Junction).36, 37  

The proposed construction deadline extensions do not alter the basis for the Council’s prior finding 
that the Project would not have significant adverse impacts to the scenic resources and values 
identified as important in the Oregon National Historic Trail Management Plan. 

Journey Through Time Scenic Byway  

The Council analyzed the impacts to the Journey Through Time Scenic Byway in Section  
IV.I.1.a.vii of the Final Order on the ASC and subsequent amendments. The Council found that the 
facility would be visible in the background along portions of the byway, but would be subordinate 
to the surrounding landscape, and that the facility is compatible with the byway’s stated goals, in 
particular the goals of job creation and building a regional identity. In addition, the Council found 
that there are other wind turbines that have already been developed in this area that would be 
visible from the Journey Through Time Scenic Byway.38, 39, 40   

The proposed extensions to construction start and completion deadlines do not alter the basis of 
the Council’s prior finding that the Project would not have significant adverse impacts to the scenic 
resources and values identified as important in the Journey Through Time Scenic Byway 
Management Plan. 

Wasco County Resources  

The Council analyzed the impacts to Wasco County Resources identified by the WCCP in Section 
IV.I.1.a.viii of the Final Order on the ASC and in subsequent amendments. These resources included 
Interstate 84 (I-84) east of The Dalles, Highway OR-197 between I-84 and Dufur, Highway OR-197 
from Tygh Ridge extending 13 miles south, the CRGNSA, and Pine Hollow Lake. Impacts to the 
CRGNSA were discussed above. The analysis determined that the facility would not be visible from 
Pine Hollow or I-84. The Council found that even though the facility would be visible from portions 
of Highway OR-197 at a distance of 7.6 miles to 1.8 miles, given the intermittent nature of the views, 
the distance, and the presence of existing transmission lines, the facility would have minimal 

                                                             
36 Final Order on the ASC, p. 119 (August 19, 2011) 
37 Amended Final Order on Amendment #1, p. 86 (August 7, 2015) 
38 Final Order on the ASC, p. 120 (August 19, 2011) 
39 Amended Final Order on Amendment #1, p. 86 (August 7, 2015) 
40 SRWAMD2Doc1 Request for Amendment No.2 2016-02-17; SRWAMD2Doc22 Certificate Holder Responses 

to AIRs (AIR 12) 2016-07-20 
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impacts on the identified Wasco County Resources.41, 42,43 Consistent with the Council’s finding in 
the Final Order on the ASC, the facility, as amended, would still be located away from Highway OR-
197 scenic areas, the views from the road to the facility would be intermittent, and there are 
existing features including transmission lines in the viewshed.  

Therefore, the Council finds that the facility, as amended, would not have significant adverse 
impacts to the scenic resources and values identified as important in the WCCP. 

Sherman County Resources  

The Council analyzed the impacts to Sherman County resources identified in the Sherman County 
Comprehensive Plan in Section IV.I.1.a.ix of the Final Order on the ASC and in subsequent 
amendments. The Sherman County Comprehensive Plan and associated policies call for 
encouraging the preservation of the rural nature of the Sherman County landscape including 
protecting trees when practical. The Council found in the Final Order on the ASC that the facility 
would not impact trees or the rural nature of Sherman County, particularly considering that the 
facility is located entirely within Wasco County.44  

The facility, as amended by extending construction deadlines, would remain outside the borders of 
Sherman County and would therefore not change the basis for the Council’s prior finding that the 
facility, as amended, would not have significant adverse impacts to the resources identified in the 
Sherman County Comprehensive Plan. 

Conclusion 

This request does not seek to enlarge the existing site boundary or physical components of the 
Project. There is no change to the previously approved maximum number of turbines, maximum 
generating capacity, or infrastructure locations of the Project. The total number of turbines at the 
Project will not exceed 72 and the generation capacity will not exceed 194.4 MW. There have been 
no changes to management plans that would affect prior analyses or conclusions for the various 
scenic resources. Additionally, there is no change to the previously approved maximum turbine 
height and blade tips of the Project. Consequently, the proposed amendment makes no changes that 
would alter the basis for Council’s earlier findings, and therefore, Council may find that the 
amendment request satisfies OAR 345-022-0080. 

                                                             
41 Final Order on the ASC, p. 120 (August 19, 2011) 
42 Amended Final Order on Amendment #1, p. 86 (August 7, 2015) 
43 SRWAMD2Doc1 Request for Amendment No.2 2016-02-17; SRWAMD2Doc22 Certificate Holder Responses 

to AIRs (AIR 12) 2016-07-20 
44 Final Order on the ASC, p. 121 (August 19, 2011) 
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5.1.11 Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Resources (OAR 345-022-0090) 

(1) Except for facilities described in sections (2) and (3), to issue a site certificate, the Council must 
find that the construction and operation of the facility, taking into account mitigation, are not 
likely to result in significant adverse impacts to: 

(a) Historic, cultural or archaeological resources that have been listed on, or would likely be 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places; 

(b) For a facility on private land, archaeological objects, as defined in ORS 358.905(1)(a), or 
archaeological sites, as defined in ORS 358.905(1)(c); and 

(c) For a facility on public land, archaeological sites, as defined in ORS 358.905(1)(c). 

(2) The Council may issue a site certificate for a facility that would produce power from wind, 
solar or geothermal energy without making the findings described in section (1). However, the 
Council may apply the requirements of section (1) to impose conditions on a site certificate issued 
for such a facility. 

Response:  Council previously found that the Project satisfied the Historic, Cultural and 
Archaeological Resources Standard.45, 46  

The requested extension to construction deadlines would not increase ground disturbance or 
otherwise alter the Council’s previous findings regarding the Historic, Cultural and Archaeological 
Resources Standard. The Certificate Holder will remain subject to the conditions included in the 
original Site Certificate. 

Tetra Tech conducted an updated literature review of the Site Boundary on November 21, 2018. 
The State Historic Preservation Office’s databases of cultural resources (Oregon Archaeological 
Records Remote Access and Historic Sites Database) were consulted. All cultural resources 
documented in these databases as within the Site Boundary were reported in the original surveys 
for the Project (Rooke 2010a,b)47, 48. No cultural resources have been recorded in the Site 
Boundary since the original surveys or issuance of the Site Certificate. 

The Project will avoid direct impacts to all cultural and archaeological resources identified during 
field cultural surveys (see Site Certificate Condition V.B.2.1). Condition V.B.2.6 requires that an 
Archaeological Monitoring Plan be developed and implemented prior to construction in order to 

                                                             
45 Final Order on Request for Contested Case, Amendment #2 and Request for Transfer of the Site Certificate 

p. 142 (November 4, 2016) 
46 Final Order on the ASC, p. 137-138 (August 19, 2011) 
47 Rooke, L.C. 2010a. Archaeological Survey for the Summit Ridge Wind Project, Wasco County, Oregon. AMEC 

Earth & Environmental, Inc., Bothell, Washington. Submitted to LotusWorks, Vancouver, Washington. 
AMEC Project #9-915-16682-0. SHPO Report #23004. 

48 Rooke, L.C. 2010b. Archaeological Survey of the Summit Ridge Wind Project, Wasco County, Oregon - 
Addendum 1, Transmission Line Corridors. AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc., Bothell, Washington. 
Submitted to LotusWorks, Vancouver, Washington. AMEC Project #9-915-16682-0. SHPO Report #23006. 
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address and mitigate impacts from discovery of previously unidentified cultural properties during 
construction or operation of the facility. The Certificate Holder has reached out to the Confederated 
Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon to inform them of the change in project 
ownership and plan to extend construction deadlines, and will notify the Oregon Department of 
Energy if further discussions take place. 

Based on its review of the information in Exhibit S of the ASC, the foregoing findings and other 
evidence in the record, and, in accordance with ORS 469.501 (4) and OAR 345-022-0090(2) the 
Council included Site Certificate conditions to address impacts of the facility on Historic, Cultural 
and Archaeological Resources.  

This request does not seek to enlarge the existing site boundary or physical components of the 
Project. There is no change to the previously approved maximum number of turbines, maximum 
generating capacity, or infrastructure locations of the Project. The total number of turbines at the 
Project will not exceed 72 and the generation capacity will not exceed 194.4 MW. The proposed 
amendment makes no changes that would alter the basis for Council’s earlier findings, and OAR 
345-022-0090 is met. 

5.1.12  Recreation (OAR 345-022-0100) 

(1) Except for facilities described in section (2), to issue a site certificate, the Council must find that 
the design, construction and operation of a facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely 
to result in a significant adverse impact to important recreational opportunities in the analysis 
area as described in the project order. The Council shall consider the following factors in judging 
the importance of a recreational opportunity: 

(a) Any special designation or management of the location; 

(b) The degree of demand; 

(c) Outstanding or unusual qualities; 

(d) Availability or rareness; 

(e) Irreplaceability or irretrievability of the opportunity. 

Response:  Council previously found that the Project would comply with the Recreation Standard.49 
The Council addressed the Recreation Standard in Section IV.J of the Final Order on the ASC, Section 
III.B.3.l of the Amended Final Order on Amendment #1, and Section III.B.12 of the Final Order on 
Request for Contested Case, Amendment #2 and Request for Transfer of the Site Certificate. Final 
Order on Request for Transfer (Third Amended Site Certificate) solely sought to change ownership 
of the facility and therefore did not address or make any updates that would affect compliance with 
the Recreation Standard. The Council identified four important recreational resources: the 
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Deschutes River Corridor, Mack’s Canyon Archaeological and Recreational Site, the Lower 
Deschutes Back Country Byway, and Wasco County Scenic Highway Segments. The Amended Final 
Order on Amendment #1 also considered potential impacts to Cottonwood Canyon Park, a state 
recreation area that opened after the original site certificate was issued. The Council found that the 
design, construction, and operation of the facility, as originally proposed and as amended, were not 
likely to result in a significant adverse impact to any important recreational opportunities in the 
analysis area.50  No new recreational resources have been listed within the site boundary or within 
5 miles of the Project based on the current version of the WCCP.51  The Council did not impose any 
conditions related to this standard. 

The Request for Amendment #2 to add a new turbine option that would have a shorter turbine hub 
height, a larger rotor diameter, a shorter overall maximum height, and fewer total number of 
turbines than the existing option affected the analysis of compliance with this standard. As 
discussed in Section III.B.3.j of the Amended Final Order on Amendment #1, the existing turbine 
option would likely be visible from the Lower Deschutes River Canyon, but the impacts would be 
intermittent and subordinate to the landscape. As such, the visual impacts should not have a 
significant adverse impact on the opportunities for fishing, rafting, camping, and other recreational 
activities available in the Lower Deschutes River Canyon. As discussed in Section III.B.10, Scenic 
Resources of Amendment #2, because of the general inaccessibility of the areas where visibility of 
the facility under the new turbine option would slightly increase over the existing turbine option, 
and given the predicted reduction in visibility from the river, the Council found that the facility, as 
amended, would not result in a significant adverse visual impact to the Lower Deschutes River 
Canyon. The same analysis applied to the Lower Deschutes Back Country Byway and Mack’s Canyon 
Archaeological and Recreational Site because they are both located within the Lower Deschutes 
River Canyon and provide similar recreational opportunities. Section III.B.10, Scenic Resources, 
wherein the Council found that the facility, as amended, would not have significant adverse impacts 
to the scenic resources and values identified as important in the WCCP, contains the analysis for 
visual impacts to Wasco County Scenic Highway segments, which were identified for their value to 
road touring (a recreational opportunity).  

Deschutes River Corridor 

The Deschutes River within the recreation analysis area is designated as a federal Wild and Scenic 
River, classified as a recreational river area, and a State Scenic Waterway. A section of the 
Deschutes River within the analysis area is also part of the Lower Deschutes Wildlife area. Public 
access within the analysis area is generally gained via the Lower Deschutes River Back Country 
Byway, which follows a Bureau of Land Management (BLM) road along the east bank of the river 
and ends at Mack’s Canyon. Primary recreational uses at the site include boating, rafting, fishing, 
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